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LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, Lop. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER, 


Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. _ 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 
MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE, 

The ‘CLIMAX ” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME, 

Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 
PHGENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHNIX FIRE OFFICE. 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, LOMBARD STREET, and 57, CHARING: CROSS, LONDON. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 


LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C, 
Mortgages on Licensed Properties Guaranteed prompily. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


























ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS e eee - £ 5,123,000 
INCOME - - - - £678,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £ 12,600,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £ 19,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrrnovr Prorrts. 





The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age Premium | Age | Premium| Age | Premium 


| 20 |8178%,| 30 | $116%4,| 40 oer 











£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration i 





10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 007. | 40 yrs. | 


| Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 
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THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JouRNAL, 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
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Current Topics, 


The King’s Bench Division. 

Ir 1s announced that on Monday next, and during next week, 
cases in the Civil P will be taken by the Lord Chief Justice 
and Darune, J. ter the end of next week, owing to the 
absence of judges on circuit, the Divisional Court is not likely to 
sit for some time. 


The Lord Chancellor. 


Or THe judges who were present in Appeal Court No. 1 at the 
opening of the present sittings, the Lord Chancellor seemed to 
present the strongest appearance of robust health, and those 
who saw him must have heard with not less surprise than concern 
of the illness from which he has been suffering. It is under- 
stood (though there is a good deal of reticence on the subject) 
that the attack was originally due to heart trouble, but he has 
been recovering slowly but satisfactorily, and we are glad to 
learn that on Thursday last he was much better, and in the 
opinion of his medical attendants on the high road to recovery. 


The New County Court Judge. 

His Honour Judge Wiis has been transferred from the 
County Court Circuit 32 [Norfolk and Cambridgeshire] to the 
County Court Circuit + Sear &c.] in place of his Honour 
Judge Appison, resi , and Mr. James Mutuicay, K.C., has 
been appointed Ju of Oounty Court Circuit 32. Mr. 
Mutuican was called to the bar in 1874, and as a junior had a 
good practice in the Chan Division. The appointment is 
in no sense political, and it is anticipated that the new judge 
will prove an efficient member of the county court bench. 


The Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee. 
THIs coMMITTEE has, up to the pees held fourteen sittings 
at which sixteen witnesses (most of whom were representative of 
important bodies and associations) have been examined. The 
committee have also received numerous communications and 
suggestions for consideration. We understand it was intended 
to devote the sitting on Wednesday last to consideration of the 





matters which have up to the present been laid before the com- 
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mittee, and to the procedure to be adopted, and the manner in 
which further evidence should be taken and dealt with. It 
will be remembered that among the matters which have been 
“laid before the commitee” is the Jellicoe Bill, for providing 
guardians for solicitors, to which we have several times referred. 


Costs of Shorthand Notes. 

In THE course of the hearing of a case of De Nicol v. Curlier 
on the 2nd inst., Mr. Justice Kexewicn took occasion to read a 
memorandum which he had received from the Taxing Masters 
on this subject, as follows: ‘Shorthand notes are an unusual 
expense (He Blyth, 10 Q. B. D. 207; White v. Bolckow, 
Vaughan, § Co. 25 L. J. N. 8. 125), and would as a general 
rule be disallowed even on a solicitor and client taxation against 
a fund or estate; but the Taxing Masters consider that on such a 
taxation they have a discretion on the subject in exceptional 
cases: Re Nation (57 L. J. 648). The discretion to allow the 
costs of shorthand notes is exercised very sparingly. It is diffi- 
cult to define special circumstances which would influence a 
Taxing Master to allow such costs, but the amount of the estate, 
the intcrest of the party who incurs the costs, and the nature of 
the proceedings are taken into consideration. If there is a sub- 
stantial estate and complicated questions were dealt with by the 
Judge, rendering it prudent to have a precise record of the 
Judge’s decision or directions, then probably the Master would 
allow the costs of a shorthand note. If the Judge has made an 
order dealing with shorthand notes in the case, or a part of them, 
the Taxing Master would not go behind the order.”’ 


Lunar or Calendar Month, 

THE MAGISTRATES who officiate in our courts of summary 
jurisdiction are accustomed, day after day, to sentence the 
offenders brought before them to ‘‘a month’s imprisonment ”’ 
or “‘two months’ imprisonment,”’ sometimes contenting them- 
selves with the two words “‘a month” or “two months” as the 
case may be. We are inclined to think that there are many 
persons, within and without the legal profession, who would be 
unable to say whether under such a sentence the offender was 
liable to be detained in custody for a lunar or a calendar month. 
It is laid down in several text-books, following Johnstone v. 
Huddlestone (4 B. & O. 922), that “in legal proceedings the 
word ‘ months’ means lunar months, unless the contrary appear 
to be the meaning from the subject-matter to which that 
term is applied.” This explanation is not quite satisfactory, 
and may be said to amount to this, that ‘‘ month ” means “ lunar 
month” except where it means “calendar month.” But a 
reference to the Interpretation Act, 1889, carries the matter a 
little further. By section 3 it is provided that in every Act 
passed after the year 1850, whether before or after the 
commencement of this Act, the expression ‘‘ month ”’ (unless the 
contrary intention appears) shall mean calendar month. It may, 
therefore, be reasonably inferred that, if the offender was 
convicted under an Act passed after 1850, he must be detained 
for the longer period. It is not always easy to ascertain 
whether the conviction was under an Act subsequent to 1850, 
but we believe that in practice the sentence, whatever may be 
the form in which it is delivered, is entered as a sentence for 
a calendar month or months’ imprisonment. Detention for a 
calendar month is reckoned by corresponding dates in the 
calendar, and not by actual months ; thus, the 5th of January to 
the 5th of February, the 20th of February to the 20th of March, 
are each calendar months, though differing in duration. 





Power to Postpone Conversion. 

Tue RULES which the courts have adopted with regard to the 
duty of trustees to convert wasting property or investments of a 
speculative nature, or, at any rate, to pay to the tenant for life 
only the income which would follow upon such conversion, have 
been devised for the purpose of securing an equitable apportion- 
ment as between tenant for life and remaindermen, Bat they 
have probably often resulted in causing actual injustice to the 
tenant for life. Where, for instance, the testator expressly 
authorizes the retention of his property in its actual state, 
there can be little doubt that, if the question were put to him, 
he would say that the income actually arising from it was to 
go to the tenant for life. But not so the courts. If there is 





simply a power to postpone conversion of wasting pro 
thise les Sot by itself take the case out of the me 
Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137), and the tenant 
for life is entitled only to three per cent. on the value 
of the property. For him to take the actual income 
there must be an express direction to that effect. But 
in Re Sheldon (37 W. R. 26, 39 Ch. D. 50) Norra, J., drew a 
distinction between wasting property and property of a 
hazardous nature—that is, property not authorized as a trust 
investment—and as to the latter, he held that a testator who 
authorized its retention authorized also the payment of 
the actual income arising from it to the tenant for life. 
This, of course, is perfectly natural, for so long as 
the hazardous investments are retained under the authority 
of the will, they are authorized investments for the pur- 
pose of the will, and there appears to be no reason for 
depriving the tenant for life of the actual income. A contrary 
decision, however, was given by Waxnrincron, J., in Re Chaytor 
(53 W. R. 251; 1905, 1 Ch. 233), where a testator empowered 
his trustees to postpone conversion and to retain any invest- 
ments existing at his death, whether authorized by his will or 
not, and the learned judge held that for the purpose of the 
rule there was no distinction between securities of a wasting 
nature and other securities, and that a mere power to postpone 
conversion did not entitle the tenant for life to the actual 
income of unconverted securities of a hazardous, though not of 
a wasting nature. 


Income of Unconverted Property. 

Tue EeFrect of Re Chaytor (supra), had that case remained 
unchallenged, would have been to render it hazardous to act 
upon Re Sheldon (supra) and to pay the income of hazardous 
securities authorized to be retained to the tenant for life. It 
may be noticed that in Re Sheldon there was no express trust 
for conversion, but the trustees were authorized either to retain 
investments or to convert; in Re Chaytor there was a trust 
to convert, with, as already stated, a power to postpone 
conversion. But this seems to be too slender a matter upon 
which to found a distinction between the two cases. In both 
there was a primd facie duty upon the trustees to put the 
property into an authorized state of investment. In both the 
trustees were at liberty to retain investments which primd facie 
were unauthorized. In the case of Re Bates (reported 
elsewhere), just decided by Kexewicu,’J., that learned 
judge has reverted to what we take to be the more con- 
venient rule laid down by Norrs, J., in Je Sheldon. 
In Re Bates a testator devised all his real estate to his 
wife for her life, with remainders over, and he bequeathed 
his personal estate upon such trusts as would correspond as 
nearly as possible with the uses declared in respect of his real 
estate. By a codicil he gave his trustees power to retain any 
investments for such period as tothem might seem proper. At 
the time of his death he was possessed of a number of fully-paid 
shares in a prosperous company. These shares the trustees 
retained, and the court was asked to determine whether the 
widow was entitled to the whole of the dividends. As the 
securities were not wasting, then upon the authority of Re Sheldon 
(supra) she was entitled. But upon the rule adopted in Re 
Clayton she was not. Kerxewica, J., took the view that 
where, in such a case, there is power to postpone conversion, 
this in itself authorizes payment of the actual income to 
the tenant for life, without any express direction to that 
effect, and his decision was put upon the ground which 
we have already suggested. The presumption that the testator 
intends equality as between tenant for life and remaindermen, 
upon which the rule of conversion is founded, must give way to 
any actual expression of intention,‘and such expression is to be 
seen in the authority to retain existing investments. This has 
the effect of adding the retained investments to the list of 
authorized securities, and the actual income consequently goes 
to the tenant for life. 


Keeping a Lottery. 

In ovr issue of the 9th of June last we drew attention to the 
legal aspect of the enterprize of certain periodicals in offering 
prizes to the holders of certain tramway or omnibus tickets. 
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Such tickets are all distinguished by numbers, and the news- 
papers invited the public to preserve all tickets they received on 
a named day, and then subsequently they announced that they 
would “buy” for various sums of money the tickets bearing 
certain numbers. Although, of course, not ing was paid to the 
proprietors of these journals for the tickets, and it was not even 
necessary to buy a copy of the paper to discover the winning 
numbers, we expressed the opinion that the scheme was certainly 
a lottery, and therefore illegal. The practice was dropped by 
the journals in question for reasons of which we are not aware, 
and the question was not tested in the courts. A case, however, 
was recently heard in a Divisional Court which seems to 
involve the same principle and to fully bear out the 
opinion we expressed. In Willis v. Young the proprietors 
of a journal distributed gratis an enormous number of paper 
discs or medals, each bearing a number. Subsequently 
to the distribution, it was announced in the paper that 
prizes of money would be given to whoever sentient medals 
bearing certain numbers. There was no condition that such 
person need buy a copy of the _— or do anything further 
than produce the medal with the winning number, and no 
medal was ever sold or given along with a copy of the paper. 
The High Court held, nevertheless, that the publishers of the 
journal were guilty of keeping a lottery. In Zaylor v. Smetten 
(11 Q. B. D. 207) the High Oourt adopted as correct a definition 
of a lottery as a ‘‘distribution of prizes by lot or chance.” 
Here we have an example of such a distribution. Now, if the 
person distributing prizes gets nothing whatever in return, and 
gives the prizes entirely out of philanthropy, we have a position 
which is not likely to be investigated by the courts, but probably 
the courts would not hold that the philanthropist was guilty of 
keeping alottery. In every case which has come before the courts 
the giver of the prizes has sought some advantage in return. Jn 
the present case clearly the intention was to induce persons to buy 
the paper in order to find out which were the winning numbers. 
True, they need not have bought the paper and might have got 
the required information by inquiring at the office or borrowing 
a friend’s copy. Still the probability was that large numbers 
of copies would be sold to persons merely desirous of seeing the 
winning numbers ; and to this the owners of the journal looked 
for their profit. The transaction had, therefore, all the elements 
of a lottery and the decision of the High Court was certainly 
right. The ingenuity of newspaper proprietors in attempting 
to evade the law against lotteries is really quite remarkable. 
It remains to be seen how they will try to get round this 
decision. Undoubtedly they are face to face with a difficult 
task. 


Warning Motorists of Police Traps. 


Many mororisrs will feel lively satisfaction at the decision of 
a Divisional Oourt this week in the case of Bastable v. Little. 
The facts revealed a case of spying onaspy. On a main road 
near London, by order of the Commissioner of Police, the 
familiar police ‘trap’? was set in order to obtain evidence 
against motorists travelling at excessive speed. The respondent 
in the case was an enterprizing young man who discovered the 
trap and deliberately set to work to render it harmless to 
motorists. This he did by warning the drivers of all cars 
approaching the place of danger that the trap was set. 
In consequence the pace of those cars over the carefully- 
measured furlong was so moderate that not even the most 
biassed of stop-watches could register anything to the discredit 
of their drivers. Naturally the police were annoyed, and took 
counsel how they could deal with such conduct. Clearly, 
they thought, the respondent had obstructed them in the 
execution of their duty, and accordingly a summons was 
obtained charging him with that offence. Now, section 12 
of the Prevention of Orimes Act, 1871, provides for the 
punishment of any person who makes an assault on any 
constable when in the execution of his duty. Then the 
Prevention of Crimes Amendment Act, 1885, extends such pro- 
visions so as to apply to all cases of “resisting or wilfully 
obstructing” any constable in the execution of hisduty. It was 





under this provision that the p ings were taken. The 
magistrates dismissed the charge, but stated acase; and the 
High Court have now upheld the decision of the court of; 


summary jurisdiction. The whole question, of course, turns 
on the meaning of the word “obstruct.” In the Acts it is 
used in association with the words “assault” and 


“resist,” which lends some force to the opinion of one 
of the three judges that the word ‘‘obstruct” points to s6me- 
thing of a physical nature. The other jud owever, would 
not go so far as this, and it is submitted that it would be an 
unfortunate thing for the public if such were the law. In 
misdemeanours there are no accessories after the fact, but 
where a misdemeanour has been committed and a constable 
has to execute a warrant in respect of the offence, it 
surely amounts to obstructing that constable in the execu- 
tion of his duty to wilfully mislead him so as to prevent 
him from carrying out his duty. But in the motor-car 
case there was no proof that anyone had committed any offence, 
and it is very difficult to say with precision what duty of the 
constables was obstructed. It was their duty to time the cars, 
and no one prevented them from doing so. It was also their duty 
to put the law in force against the drivers of cars exceeding the 
— limit; but here again no one in any way interfered with 
them. What the respondent did was to warn persons not to 
break the law, and that surely cannot be an offence. There is 
an immense difference between shielding a person who has com- 
mitted an offence and warning a person against committing an 
offence. The case opens up a limited field of profitable employ- 
ment for the active and acute young man on his Sundays and 
Saturday afternoons. He will, however, have to be extremely 
careful to act alone. There is such a thing as the law of con- 
spiracy. It would probably be found that any concerted system 
of nullifying the efforts of the police to enforce order on our 
highways would bring those persons concerned in the system 
within reach of the law. 


Calling within the Bar. 


Tue appuications for appointment to the rank of —_ 
Counsel having at last been decided upon, the recipients of thi 
honour were recently duly “called within the bar.” The 
opportunity may be taken for suggesting that this latter 
cumbrous and antiquated ceremony might with advantage be 
abolished, or at least curtailed. For the information of those 
who have never seen its solemn performance, it may be shortly 
described. The business in one of the courts in the Royal 
Courts of Justice is in full progress for the day; a witness 
perhaps is in the box, an intricate argument is Sue carried 
on, or a discussion is taking place between the bench and the 
bar. Without any immediate warning, the court begins to fill 
up with a struggling mass of the general _— solely intent on 
seeing the coming performance. The judge looks up to learn 
the cause of the Tidesbenes and, recognizing what is coming, 
consults a small list, with which he has been supplied, of the 
names of counsel, of whom some at least are unknown to him. 
Then the senior in professional standing of the newly-appointed 
King’s Counsel, resplendent in new silk gown and full- 
bottomed wig, enters on the scene and waits at the judge’s 
right hand at the end of, but outside, the long seat reserved 
for the King’s Counsel who practise in the court, until the 
judge, having ascertained the appropriate name from his list, 
addresses him as follows: “ Mr. , His Majesty having ‘been 
pleased to appoint you one of his counsel learned in. the law, 
you will take your seat within the bar.” Thereupon Mr. A. 
passes along the seat of the King’s Counsel until he reaches the 
centre, and, there standing up, he bows solemnly three times, 
first to the judge, then to any King’s Counsel who may happen 
to be in court, and lastly to the row of junior counsel in the 
rear. Then he sits down, and the judge again addresses 
him: “Mr, A., do you move?”; for it is a tradition that 
on such an occasion the newly-admitted, and thus junior, 
King’s Counsel takes‘ precedence of the entire bar for the 
purpose of making a motion to the court, if any client has 
esa 8 to ‘es so. It is believed poe no one within li 
memory (although he may never again have an opportunity 
addressing the bench) has ventured on such an ps to avail 
himself of this privilege; and, with a final bow to the j 

and a handchee of congratulation from any members of 


inner bar who ha to be present, the new King’s Counsel passes 
out from the Seat oote of Sale te make room for his successor in 
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seniority on the judge’slist. Precisely the same ceremony, in all 
its details, is gone through by every one of the newly-appointed 
King’s Counsel in turn, and then they all reassemble outside the 
court and troop off in a body to repeat the performance in the 
next court on the list. The round begins in Appeal Court No. 1, 
and has actually to be continued until the whole series of the 
courts has been visited in turn, and the time thus occupied, to 
say nothing of the disarrangement of business, is considerable. 
If the continuance in any form of the above elaborate ceremony 
is desirable, there hardly appears to be any reason, apart from 
the entertainment of the public, why it should not be confined in 
its performance to (say) the two Appeal Courts and the courts of 
the Lord Chief Justice of England, the President of the Probate 
Division, and the senior judge of the Chancery Division. 
Probably, even an arrangement whereby the new K.O.’s, legibly 
labelled, could be on view in a glass case in the judges’ corridor 
during the luncheon interval would answer every purpose; the 
judges in turn coming to inspect and make the acquaintance of 
the learned specimens. 


een fOr Corn to be Ground at a Particular 
ill. 

Aw action by the lord of a manor to enforce an immemorial 
custom for the tenants and inhabitants of the manor to grind at 
the lord’s mill all the corn and grain used and spent in the 
houses within the manor, is a proceeding which strongly 
savours of antiquity, and it is not likely that any such action has 
been brought within living memory. But it is easy to find pre- 
cedents of such actions in the reports published before the reign 
of the late Queen, while in Scotland a servitude long prevailed, 
under the name of “ thirlage,”’ by which the proprietors or other 
possessors of lands were bound to carry the grain produced on 
their lands to a particular mill to be there ground upon payment 
of the duties specified in the conveyance or other writing where- 
by the servitude was constituted. In both countries the custom 
appears to have been an expedient in a rude age for in- 
demnifying the builder of a mill against an outlay which was 
originally for the benefit of the district. It is matter of 
history that at the time when these customs originated nearly 
every consumer of flour was also a grower of corn, but the lapse 
of some centuries brought about an entire change in this respect. 
The time came when a large proportion of the inhabitants of a 
manor had no possible means of growing corn, and had no 
means of obtaining bread if they could only consume such grain 
as had been ground at the lord’s mill. The custom became a 
burdensome tax upon the produce of land, and was gradually 
evaded or superseded. The change was probably accelerated by 
the introduction of steam as a motive power in the working of 
mills, Anyone who is familiar with the rural districts of our 
country must have noticed the gradual disappearance of mills 

ropelled by wind or water and the substitution of mills worked 

y steam. To allow an ancient custom, however picturesque, to 
prevail against the resources of modern science could not be 
tolerated, and the courts became so ingenious in limiting the 
rights of the owner of the mill that he was content to allow them 
to fall into abeyance. 


Notices Excepting Liability for Adulteration of 
Goods Sold. 

Tue Lancet has recently called attention to the practice of 
many tradesmen who exhibit notices in their shops to the effect 
that they do not guarantee certain articles of food or drink sold 
by them to be genuine or pure. The Lancet complains that 
these notices are often obscure and unreadable, and that if they 
are more extensively adopted the Sale of Food and Drugs Acts 
will become practically inoperative. Similar complaints have 
often been made in the case of bills of lading and other docu- 
ments which contain limitations of the liability of the carrier of 
goods. In Zunz v. South-Eastern Railway (L. R. 4 Q. B. 539) 
Cocxsury, O.J., observed with regard to such conditions: 
“ However harsh it may appear in practice to hold a man liable 
by the terms and conditions which may be inserted in 
some small print on his ticket, which he only gets at 
the last moment, after he has paid his money, and when 
nine times out of ten he is hustled out of the place at which 


he stands to get the ticket by the next comer—still, we are 








bound by the authorities to hold that when a man takes a ticket 
with conditions on it he must be presumed to know the contents 
of it and to be bound by them.” How far a general statement 
by the seller that he does not guarantee an article of food or 
drink sold by him to be genuine or pure will afford him 
protection against a prosecution under the Adulteration Acts is 
a matter upon which we should not like to express any positive 
opinion, The scheme of the Acts appears to be that the seller 
is only protected where, at the time of delivering the article or 
drug, he supplies to the person receiving it a notice, by a label 
distinctly and legibly written or printed on or with the article, 
to the effect that the same is mixed. A notice that he declines 
to give any guarantee with the article is hardly the same thing 
as a notice stating affirmatively that the article is a mixture. 
If the practice of exhibiting notices in such wide and general 
terms continues to increase, the Legislature may think that 
some amendment of the existing law is required. 


The Extra-judicial Duties of Judges. 


Tue GovERNMENT, as is well known, have during the last 
few years absorbed a considerable part of the valuable time of 
our judges by selecting some of them to preside over important 
Royal Commissions. But it cannot have escaped attention that 
even the leisure of these judges is invaded by demands of a 
different description. A judge is invited to take the chair at 
the annual meetings of corporations, public schools, and 
charitable associations. He can scarcely find that his mind has 
been refreshed and invigorated by attendance at one of these 
assemblies. He has to spend some time and labour in making 
himself so far acquainted with facts relevant to the meeting 
as to be able to discharge his duties with reasonable 
efficiency. He is not only required to make a speech, but 
he has to listen with an appearance of patience to 
discourses which may be lively and interesting, but are 
often much the reverse. The evenings on which he has to 
leave his residence and return at a later hour are often poor 
specimens of English weather. A hard day’s work in court, 
followed by an evening such as we have described, will not lead 
his lordship to think with complacency of the proposal that the 
courts should sit earlier in the morning. The interruptions of 
society are not always consistent with a due regard to the duties 
of the bench. There were within living memory judges who 
studied law in the evenings. We cannot say whether there are 
judges at the present day who devote any time to such studies 
before retiring to rest. 


The Allowances in Criminal Prosecutions. 


CoMPLAINTS are occasionally made of the insufficiency of the 
allowances to witnesses in criminal prosecutions, one example 
being that of a military officer who is compelled to attend the 
Crown Oourt for the purpose of stating the character and 
reputation of a soldier against whom an indictment has been 
preferred. By the regulations made by the Secretary of State 
(June, 1904) governing the allowances payable to prosecutors 
and witnesses in criminal prosecutions, the day allowance for 
persons who do not lose wages, earnings, or income by their 
attendance is not to exceed 2s. 6d. per diem. A half-crown for 
the day’s food and drink is hardly sufficient for the modest 
requirements of a gentleman occupying the social position of 
an officer. With regard to travelling allowances, witnesses 
travelling by railway or other public conveyance are allowed 
the fare actually paid, but railway fares, except for special 
reasons, allowed by the court are third class. An officer, while 
quite willing to go second class, knows that if he goes third he 
may have to sit on the same bench with private soldiers, and 
thinks that he is entitled to some consideration on this account. 
The economy of the Government with regard to these allowances 
may be contrasted with the lavish expenditure in other matters 
which have recently excited such vigorous comment. 


The Next Provincial Meeting of the Law Society. 


WE vunveRsTanp that since the Manchester meeting two or 
three invitations have been received from provincial law societies 
for the next meeting, and these are under the consideration of 
the Council. 
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Compulsory References to Prior 
Specifications. 


A RECENT decision of the Solicitor-General is rather important 
on a question of practice in the Patent Office under the Patents 
Act, 1902. It will be found reported in 23 R. P. C., at p. 644. 
Under the first section of the Patents Act, 1902, if the examiner 
reports to the Comptroller that an invention for which a patent 
has been applied has been wholly or in part claimed or described 
in a prior se pe and the Comptroller is not satisfied 
that the applicant’s specification is unobjectionable, he is, 
according to sub-section 6, after hearing the applicant, and 
unless the objection is removed by amending the specification to 
the satisfaction of the Comptroller, to determine whether a 
reference to any, and if so what, prior specifications ought to 
be made in the specification of the applicant by way of notice 
to the public; and by rule 10 of the Patents Rules, 1905, when 
the Comptroller determines that a reference to a prior specifica- 
tion ought to be made by way of notice to the public, the form 
of reference which is to be inserted after the Claims is to be as 
follows: ‘‘ Reference has been directed, in pursuance of section 
1, sub-section 6, of the Patents Act, 1902, to the following 
specification of Letters Patent, No. » granted to ” 

In the case under notice the Chief Examiner, acting for the 
Comptroller, after a hearing, held that a reference to a certain 
specification ought to be made in an applicant’s specification 
in the form prescribed by rule 10. The applicant objected to 
the specific reference, but he inserted, by way of amendment, in 
the body of his specification a reference to the prior specifica- 
tion, and if that was not satisfactory he offered to insert a more 
specific reference in another form which he tendered, but the 
Chief Examiner still held the insertion of a reference in the form 
prescribed by rule 10 to be necessary. 

The applicant then appealed to the Law Officer, and the case 
was heard by the Solicitor-General. The applicant’s contention 
was that the reference prescribed by rule 10 was, under the 
Act, only to be used when the Comptroller’s objection was not 
removed by the applicant amending his specification to the 
satisfaction of the Comptroller, and in this case, as the applicant 
was willing to insert a reference, which was in effect a sufficient 
disclaimer, he had removed any reasonable objection on the part 
of the Comptroller. 

The Solicitor-General held that the disclaimer which the 
applicant was willing to insert would not have the full effect 
which a disclaimer specifically made ought to have, as it was in a 
form that was not very satisfactory as a notice to the public, and, 
therefore, the Chief Examiner was right in holding that an 
objection still existed to the applicant’s specification and, there- 
fore, was right in insisting on the form of reference prescribed b 
rule 10, which reference, in the opinion of the Solicitor-General, 
is not inconsistent with the terms of the Statute. 

The Solicitor-General’s view, as — from his judgment, is 
that when the Comptroller, or the official who is acting for him, 
is not satisfied—that is to say, of course, reasonably satisfied— 
with an amendment which an applicant is willing to make in his 
yg pe in view of a prior specification cited against him as 
the result of the examination prescribed by the Act of 1892, he 
is not only entitled, but ought, to require a reference to the prior 
specification in the form prescribed by rule 10, because in such 
a case the = ought to know that the Comptroller is not 
satisfied, and the public might well infer that he is not satisfied 
from the reference appearing at the end of the specification, and 
that the public ought not to be excluded from the opportunity 

of so inferring. 








The new honours list, which appears too late for comment this 
week, contains the names of three new solicitor knights: Mr. Clegg, 
of Sheffield; Mr. Paget Cooke, of the firm of Russell, Cooke, & Co. ; 
and Mr. Talbot, Town Clerk of Manchester. It also announces the 
appointment of Mr, Justice Kekewich as a Privy Councillor. 


A somewhat long term is recorded in an advertisement in the Times of 
“a leasehold ground-rent, arising out of valuable premises, held for the 
residue of a term of 20,000 years, subject to a peppercorn rent, and without 
lessee’s covenant or a right of re-entry.’’ 


Tube Railways and Compensation. 


REFERENCE was made in these columns on the 24th of March last 
to Coburn v. Great Northern, Piccadilly, and Brompton Railway Co., 
a compensation case under the Lands Clauses Act. The company 
(one of the new tube railway companies) had taken an easement 
of the subsoil under the claimant’s leasehold premises at a depth 
of 120 feet below the surface. It was alleged by the claimant 
that his property was injuriously affected, and depreciated in 
value, by the mere fact that the railway was there. His claim 
was laid before a jury, presided over by the High Bailiff of 
Westminster, under two heads, one being for the value of the 
subsoil or easement taken, the other for the injurious affection. 
As reported in our former number, the jury found a verdict of 
no damage on either head. Subsequently the claimant obtained 
a rule nisi for a certiorari to quash the inquisition and verdict; 
and cause was shewn against this rule the week before last in a 
Divisional Court. 

The chief ground for seeking to upset the verdict was 
that the jury had exceeded their jurisdiction in treating 
the question of value of the easement as a question of 
damage. It was clear, however, on referring to the short- 
hand notes of the trial, that it had been admitted that the 
subsoil taken was practically of no value, and that the whole 
contest had turned on the question whether the value of 
the claimant’s leasehold property was depreciated by the fact 
of the tube being underneath it. The jury found that it had 
not been depreciated, and on this head of claim the right to 
find such a verdict could not be denied. In these circumstances 
the Lord Chief Justice declared that it would be a gross injustice 
to interfere with the verdict on the only question upon which 
there had been any real contest; and accordingly the certiorari 
was refused. 

Some interesting questions were therefore left untouched. 
In the first place there was the suggestion that in law the 
leaseholder of a house has no interest in the subsoil save for 
purposes of support. It seems clear that such leaseholder 
could never in any way use, or even reach, the subsoil 120 feet 
below his house; but whether the principle that a grant of land 
conveys everything below the surface to the centre of the earth 
extends to a lease for years, does not seem to have ever been 
expressly decided. 

here was, then, the other point, that the company having 
i notice to treat for the purchase of this easement, the 
easeholder was entitled to some pecuniary consideration for 
what was taken, whereas the jury awarded him nothing. 
Section 49 of the Act of 1845 provides that in these cases 
the jury shall deliver their verdict separately ‘for the sum 
of money to be paid for the purchaser” of the land taken, or 
of the interest of the claimant therein, and for compensation 
for the damage by injurious affection. What are the jury to do 
if they are satisfied that what has been taken has no value at all 
to the claimant ? 

The question was considered in the old case of Reg. v. The 
Lancaster and Preston Railway Co, (6 Q. B. 759), in which 
the opinion was expressed that in such a case a verdict for 
a farthing would really be as much a violation of the oath of 
the jury as a verdict for a larger sum. It is well established 
that in assessing compensation the amount payable is the value 
to the claimant. It isthe value to him that is the subject of 
compensation, not the value to the promoters, nor the market value. 
If, therefore, a jury are.convinced that what is taken has no value 
at all to the claimant, it is not easy to see why they must not 
say so, or how their verdict can be impugned. The Act, 
however, seems to require a verdict for a sum of money to be 
paid. A farthing is a sum of money, but practically it is 
equivalent to nothing. On the question of costs, however, the 
difference between a farthing and no sum may be important 
where no offer is made by the company. In such cases, there- 
fore, it would be discreet of the company always to offer some 
nominal sum and so avoid the risk of having this technical 
point decided against them. 








Tt is stated that Mr. Frederick Smoothy, solicitor, clerk to the Braintree 








Guardians for forty-one years, died this week at the age of sixty-six, 
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Fictitious Payees. 


Tne decision of Bray, J., in Macbeth v. North and South Wales 
Bank (1906, 2 K. B. 718) further illustrates the distinction taken 
by Warrinoton, J., in Vinden v. Hughes (53 W. R. 429; 1905, 
1 K. B. 795) as regards the meaning of a fictitious payee for 
the purposes of section 7 (3) of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882. That sub-section provides that where the payee named 
in a bill of exchange isa “fictitious or non-existing person,” 
then the bill may be treated as payable to bearer. In the present 
case, as in Vinden v. Hughes, the person actually named as payee 
was a real person, and therefore primd facie he could not be 
treated as fictitious ; but the case of Bank of England v. Vagliano 
(39 W, R. 657; 1891, A. C. 107) shews that the name of a real 
person may be so used in a bill as to be for the purposes of the 
enactment the name of a fictitious person. In that case, how- 
ever, the person named, though real, was introduced into the 
bill simply as a pretence, and upon this ground was finally held 
by the House of Lords to be fictitious. In the recent cases the 
payee was in fact intended by the drawer of the cheque to 
receive payment, and was consequently not fictitious for the pur- 
pose of the statute, notwithstanding that the person negotiating 
the cheque used it fraudulently and never intended that the 
payee should receive payment. 

n Macheth vy. North and South Wales Bank (supra) one Waite 
arranged a scheme by which he procured a cheque on the 
Clydesdale Bank for £11,250 to be drawn by Maonern in 
favour of Kerr, and then fraudulently indorsed Kerr’s name 
to it and paid it into his—Wuirr’s—own account with the 
defendant bank, who in due course collected it from the Clydes- 
dale Bank. Macsetn sued the North and South Wales Bank 
for conversion of the cheque, and the bank, who were unable, 
for reasons which are not reported, to rely upon the protection 
of section 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, sought to avoid 
liability upon the ground that Kerr was under the circumstances 
a fictitious payee, and that the cheque was consequently payable 
to bearer. As we have seen, Kerr was in fact a real person, 
but his name had been introduced into the transaction in the 
following manner: Macseru had a brother-in-law, Irving, 
and both of them had been engaged in several previous 
business transactions with Warrz. On this occasion Wuitz 
represented that he had agreed to buy from Kerr 5.000 shares 
in a company called White’s Carriage Co. at £2 5s. per share 
and to resell the same shares to a syndicate for £2 10s. per 
share. He required £11,250 to take up the shares from 
Kerr, and this amount he induced Macseru to let him have. 
Macsern drew the cheque already referred to and handed it 
to Invoxz, by whom it was delivered to Wuirz. The intention 
was that Wurtz should hand the cheque to Kerr in exchange 
for scrip representing the shares and for a duly executed 
transfer, but in fact Kerr had at that time no shares in White’s 
Carriage Co., nor had White agreed to purchase any such 
shares from him. ‘‘ Wurrz’s statements to the plaintiff on that 
point,” said Bray, J., “were false and feuphalant representa- 
tions, but the plaintiff believed them to be true and acted 
throughout with perfect bona fides.” Subsequently certificates 
for 5,000 shares were received by the plaintiff, and he took 
them believing that they were the shares which had been 
purchased from Kerr. But in fact they had not been 
purchased by Waite from Kener or any one else. He had got 
the secretary to issue the certificates, but apparently this was 
irregular, though how the matter was arranged the report does 
not shew. And this was immaterial. Kerr's name had been 
used in the transaction without Kerr himself having any real 

t in it, and the question was whether this made him a 

itious person for the purpose of the Bills of Exchange Act. 

The facts in Vinden v. Hughes (supra) shew that in that ease 
also a similar use was made of the name of a real person. The 

laintiffs were salesmen in Covent Garden Market, who sold 
ruit for customers on commission. From 1896 to 1903 they 


had in their employment a cashier and confidential clerk, whose 
duty it was to fill up from time to time cheques payable “to 
order” with the names of the customers to whom money was 
due, and with the proper amounts, These cheques he then sub- 
mitted to the plaintiff Vortex for signature, and afterwards sent 





them by post to the various customers in whose favour they were 
drawn. Phe clerk filled up a number of cheques with the names of 
customers when either nothing was due to the payee or a sum 
less than the amount of the cheque. VinpEN signed these 
cheques in the belief that they were drawn according to the 
ordinary course of business for sums actually due to the payees, 
The clerk then forged the indorsements to the cheques and 
cashed them with the defendant, a tradesman, who afterwards 

aid them into his own banking account for collection. Upon the 
fraud being discovered, the plaintiff claimed against the defendant 
the amount of these cheques. Here, then, as in Macbeth v. North 
and South Wales Bank (supra), the payees were real individuals, 
and what was fictitious in the matter was the use which was 
made of their names by the clerk. And, moreover, the drawers 
of the cheques in each case knew that the payee was a real 
person, and intended that he should be the recipient of the 
amount of the cheque. 

In Vagliano’s case (supra) this Jatter element was wanting. 
There Vvorna was a merchant at Odessa who was in the habit of: 
drawing upon Vacuiano Brorners in London. Sometimes their 
bills were drawn to the order of C. Perr: & Co., a Con- 
stantinople firm. GuiyKka, who was a clerk in the office of 
Vaciiano Broruers, prepared bills identical in appearance with 
Vucrna’s genuine bills, inserting the name of C. Peramr & Oo. 
as payees, and forged the name of Vucina as drawer. These 
bills were afterwards included with genuine bills which had 
been forwarded to Vacuiano Broruers and were put before 
them, as though in the ordinary course of business, for accept- 
ance. Gtryxa then forged the indorsement of C. Peraipi 
& Co., and obtained payment of the bills to himself from the 
Bank of England, where the bills were made payable. As is 
well known, great discussion took place as to whether, under 
these circumstances, C. Perrip1 & Co. were fictitious payees, so 
that the bank were at liberty to treat the bills as payable to 
bearer. The Court of Appeal decided against the bank upon 
the ground that the old rule as to fictitious payees founded 
on estoppel—namely, that the parties liable on the bill 
must have been cognizant of the fictitious nature of the 
payee at the time when they became liable, for otherwise 
they would not have been estopped from disputing this fact 
—was incorporated in the Bills of Exchange Act; but the 
House of Lords rejected this construction and held that the 
meaning of the phrase “ fictitious or non-existing person” must 
be determined without reference to the previous law. Moreover, 
the juxtaposition of “fictitious” and ‘‘ non-existing” shewed 
that two separate categories of payees were intended—fictitious 
payees and non-existing payees—and hence it was possible for a 
real person named as payee to be fictitious for the purp»se of 
the statute. The test for this state of things may be stated in 
the words of Lord Herscuert: “I have arrived at the con- 
clusion that whenever the name inserted as that of the payee is 
so inserted by way of pretence merely, without any intention 
that payment shall only be made in conformity therewith, the 
payee is a fictitious person within the meaning of the statute, 
whether the name be that of an existing person or of one who 
has no existence, and that the bill may, in each case, be treated 
by a lawful holder as go to bearer.” 

The question in both Vinden v. Hughes (supra) and Macbeth v. 
North and South Wales Bank (suprd) was whether the payees’ 
names in those cases were inserted by way of pretence merely 
so as to bring the cases within the decision in Vagliano’s case, 
and, if the acceptor of the bills in Vagliano’s case be put in the 

sition of the drawers of the cheques in the recent cases, there 
is a very strong resemblance between them. In all of them the 
payees were in fact real persons, and the bills and cheques were 
made valuable by the addition of a genuine signature given in 
the belief that the real payees were to receive the amounts. 
But in Vagliano’s case the payees’ names were held to be intro- 
duced merely as a pretence, so that the payees were fictitious 
and the bills were payable to bearer; in the recent cases an 
opposite conclusion has been arrived at. The distinction 
seems to rest upon the different position of the acceptor 
of a bill and the drawer of a cheque. The unauthorized 
introduction of the name of Vuctna as the drawer 
of the bills in the Vagliano case constituted an element 
which was wanting in the recent cases, When the bills came 
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before Vacrrano Broruers for acceptance they were throughout 
a mere pretence, and the drawer had no intention that the real 
person named as payee should receive the amount of the bills. 
The — were therefore allowed to treat the payees as 
introduced merely by way of pretence, and consequently as 
“ fictitious.’”” But in the recent case there was no acceptor, and 
the question was whether the drawer, who had actually drawn 
the cheques with the intention that the payees, who were real, 
should receive payment, could treat them as fictitious. 
Both Wakrrineton, J., and Bray, J., held that the pretence 
did not so infect the cheques as to permit of this result. 
“ VinpEn,” said Warrineton, J., in Vinden v. Hughes, * did not 
draw the cheque here as a mere pretence. He believed, and 
had reason to believe, that it was drawn for the purpose of being 
paid to the person whose name appeared thereon.” And Bray, 
J., in Macbeth vy. North and South Wales Bank, said: “It 
seems to me that when there is a real drawer who has designated 
an existing person as the payee and intended that that person 
should be the payee, it is impossible that that payee can be 
fictitious. It matters not, in my opinion, how much the 
drawer of the cheque may have been deceived if he honestly 
intends that the cheque shall be paid to the person designated 
by him.” The distinction, however, is somewhat fine, and it 
would be interesting to see how it would be treated by a higher 
tribunal, 





Reviews. 
The English Reports. 


Tue ENGLISH Reports. Vou. LXVILI.: Vic—E-CHANCELLOR’s CouRT 
XIIL, CONTAINING HARE, Vots.77T011. William Green & Sons, 
Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Since we last noticed this valuable series of reprints the cases before 
the judges of first instance in the Court of Chancery have been 
brought down to 1853. Eight handsome and convenient-sized 
volumes contain the reports in the Rolls Court from Tamlyn and 
Keen down to the end of Beavan’s Reports. The fact that the 
thirty-six volumes of Beavan are in this issue comprised in less than 
eight isa striking testimony to the saving of space in bookshelves 
and convenience of reference which are afforded by the present work. 
The Rolls’ decisions are succeeded by those of the Vice-Chancellors, 
which already comprise the numerous series of reports from Maddock 
down to 11 Hare; so that before long the subscribers to this work 
will have a complete series of reports in the House of Lords and the 
Court of Chancery, both in the courts of first instance and of appeal, 
down to 1866. 

The characteristics of the work ave, first, that all the cases reported 
are reprinted verbatim, and, so far as we have observed, with great 
accuracy, and that by bracketted figures in the text and a heading on 
each page, the pages of the original series of the reports are given, so 
that anyone using the work in court will be able at once to supply the 
judge with the page in the original report of any decision; and, 
secondly, that notes are prefixed containing either references to sub- 
sequent cases affecting the decision, or references to other series of 
reports. We have tested some of the first-mentioned references, and 
have found them accurate and helpful. In many instances the 
include cases in recent issues of the Law Reports. Each volume 
contains at the end a table of the cases reported in it, and in the 
volume under notice this list covers nearly sixteen pages. The work 
is one which may be commended to all our readers, but it will be 
found specially useful in furnishing the libraries of local law societies. 





Principles of Equity. 
A MANUAL OF THE PRINCIPLES OF Equity. By Joun INDERMAUR, 


Solicitor. SixrH Epirion. By CHaries Tuwarres, Solicitor. 
George Barber. 


This is a book which it is not easy to review fairly. It has con- 
siderable merit of its own, and if it could be definitely placed in the 
class of books —if, indeed, there is any such definite class—intended 
solely for students, one would not hesitate to say that it is in its way 
an excellent book. Mr. Thwaites does, to some extent, disarm 
criticism by saying that “the work is still primarily intended for 
the use of students,” but he goes on to say that it “is to a 
limited extent intended to be eal to the practitioner.’’ On the title- 
page, too, the book is stated to be ‘‘ for the use of students and the 
profession.” It is therefore necessary to point out distinctly that 
this book is a student’s, and not a practitioner's, manual. The pity is 
that our legal system renders it almost impossible to write for the 








student and the practitioner at the same time. The merit of the 
authors consists in their placing the subject-matter before their 
readers in a very readable form, and, on the whole, in a sufficiently 
accurate manner. Some of the definitions are excellently put—for 
iustance, the definition of a trust on p. 30. On the other hand/in a 
work professedly designed to ex: d the principles of equity, rather 
too much stress is laid on the “ Pasion ” of law and equity effected by 
the Judicature Acts. Occasionally, too, the point of view is not 
quite right, and produces the effect of the field of mental vision being 
somewhat out of focus. The form of statement adopted on p, 12, as to 
the effect of relying on a forged discharge of an equitable charge, 
illustrates this. The great advance by the courts, in quite 
recent years, in regarding equitable interests as substantive inde- 
dent rights, seems scarcely to have been taken into account. 
veral important recent cases are not to be found in the Table of 
Cases, nor are they apparently cited in the text. Among these 
omitted cases are Rogers v. Hosegood (1900, 2 Ch. 388), covenant 
running with land in equity; Re Nisbet and Potts’ Contract (1905, 1 
Ch. 391), equitable right inhering in the land; Tolhurst v. Associated 
Portland Cement, &c. (1903, A. C. 414), right of equitable assignee to 
sue; Paquin v. Beauclerk (1906, A. C. 148), agency of married woman, 





Commercial Law. 


THe PrincipLes oF CommERcIAL Law. By Joszra Hurst and 
Lord Ropert CEctt, Barristers-at-Law. Secon Epition. By 
JosEPH Hurst. Stevens & Haynes. 


It seems to have become the fashion among writers of —_ books 
to call their work ‘‘ Principles” relating to the subject on which they 
are writing. The present work is not a book dealing with the 
of commercial law, but merely consists of a number of in 
chapters on branches of law, whose only title to be co-ordinated as 
“commercial” is that they happen to be the subjects with which busi- 
ness men (as they are called) are chiefly concerned. These chapters are 
fourteen in number, and deal respectively with the followiag subjects : 
Contract in general; principal and agent; companies; carriage by 
land and sea; merchant shipping; guarantee; marine insurance ; 
fire insurance; life insurance; accident insurance; sale of goods; 
bills of exchange, cheques, and promissory notes; lien, pledge, and 
other chattel securities, and partnership. ers, brokers, insurance 
company managers, &c,, will find the chapters relating to their 
special business pe! useful. In particular, the chapter relating to 
sale of goods and bills of exchange will be found of service, since the 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, are 
set out in full. This, by the way, well illustrates the advantage of 
codification so far as the mercantile and commercial community is 
concerned. The statements of law appear, as far as they go, to be 
correct, and probably are sufficient for the use of non-prof 
persons. Many important cases are, however, not cited. Thus, on 
p. 59, although the statements are correct as to ratification being 
only possible where the agent assumes to act for a = sipal and not 
for himself, yet it is s to find no mention of Keighley, Muxsted, 
& Co. v. Durant (1901, A. C. 240), 
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Books of the Week. 


Treatise on the Law and Practice relating to Letters Patent for 
Inventions. With an Appendix of Statutes, International Convention, 
Rules, Forms, and Precedents, Orders, &. By Roszrr Frost, 

ind Bait S 


Y | BSc. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Two Vols. Third 


& Haynes. 

Coote’s Common Form Practice and Tristram’s Contentious Practice 
of the High Courts of Justice in Granting Probates and Administra- 
tions. Fourteenth Edition. By Tuomas Hurcurnson Tristaaw, K C., 
D.C.L, Chancellor of London, &c., &c., W. F. L. DB QUETTEVILLE, 
Barrister-at-Law, Senior Clerk to the Senior istrar, Principal 
Probate Registry, and Brrnarp H. H, Taomsoy, Clerk to the Semor 
Registrar, Principal Probate Registry ; assisted by Gorpon Snirson, 
Clerk in the Contentious Department, Principal Probate Registry. 
Butterworth & Co. 

A Treatise on the Law of Torts, or W: and their Remedies. 
By C. G. App1son, Barrister-at-Law. Bigt Edition. Edited by 

ILLIAM E, Gorpon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and WALTER Hussy 
GrirrirH, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Treatise on the Law, Privileges, Prooeedi and U of 
Parliament. By Sir Tnomas Erskine May, K.C.B., D.O.L., 
of the House of Commons, and Bencher of the Middle Temple. 
Eleventh Edition (Revised from the Tenth Edition of 1893, edited by 


by Writ1amM Epwarp Grey, of the Committee Office, House of 
Commons. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 
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Party-walls and the Rights and Liabilities of Adjoining Owners in 
Relation Thereto at Common Law and Under the London Building 
Act, 1894, By ArtTHUR REGINALD RvDALL, Barrister-at-Law. 
Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


Waterlow Bros. & Layton’s Legal Diary and Almanack for 1907: 
Containing a List of Stamp Duties from 1804 to the Present Time, 
with Regulations as to Stamping and Allowance for Spoiled Stamps ; 
a Diary for Every Day in the Year; Suggestions on Registering and 
Filing Deeds and Papers at Public Offices; Table of Succession to 
Real and Personal Property ; Papers on the Preparation of Legacy 
and Succession Accounts; and Notes as to Preliminary, Intermediate, 
and Final Examinations of Articled Clerks. A List of Law Reports 
with their Abbreviations and Dates; an Index to the Public General 
Statutes from Time of Henry III.; a Digest of the Public General 
Acts of Last Session. List of London and Provincial Barristers and 
London and Country Solicitors, Irish and Scotch Solicitors, with 
Appointments, Agents, &c.; Commissioners for Affidavits for the 
Colonies and Foreign Parts ; Colonial and Foreign Lawyers Resident 
in London, and a List of Practitioners Abroad. Waterlow Bros. 
& Layton (Limited). 

The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanack, and Legal Directory, 1907: Con- 
taining an excellent Diary, with Legal Notes, for each day in the 
Year; Treatises on the Stamp Act and on Estate, Succession, and 
Legacy Duties; Lists of County Courts, Recorders, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, Coroners, Under-Sheriffs, King’s Counsel, &c. 
Information as to Oaths in Supreme Court, Jurats, &c., Suggestions 
on Registering Deeds, &c., at Public Offices, Table of the Solicitors 
Acta, the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order and Scale, Precedents of 
Costs, Lists of District Registries, Official Receivers in Bankruptcy, 


Parliamentary, Insurance, and Banking Directories, &c. A Digest | 


of the Public General Acts of the Session of 1906 (6 Ed. 7). With 


Alphabetical Index, &c., List of London and Provincial Barristers: at- | 


Law, and of London and Country Solicitors, with Appointments held 


by them, Compared with the Official Roll by permission of the | 


Council of the Law Society, and Corrected by means of Direct 
Correspondence. The Treatise upon the Stump Act and the Law 
and Practice of Stamping Documents is revised to date in accordance 
with the latest Decisions and Practice. The Treatise on Oaths, 
Solicitors’ Charges, and Death Duties is revised by J. GopFREY 


Hickson, Esq., Solicitor. Sixty-third Year of Publication. Waterlow | 


& Sons (Limited). 

The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1907, with Tables of Costs, New Stamp Duties, 
Time-tables of the Courts, Index to Practical Statutes, Public 


Statutes of 1906, Legal Business of the Months, Oaths in Supreme | 


Court, Estate, Legacy, and Succession Duties, Legal Time, Interest, 
Discount, and other Tables. Edited by E. LAyMAn, B.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Including New Tables specially compiled by a Member of 
the Actuarial Society. Sixty-first Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Shaw & Sons 

A Handbook of Medical Jurisprudence and Toxicology, for the 
Use of Students and Practitioners. By WriLtiAmM A. BReENp, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. With Frontispiece. Charles Griffin & Oo. 
(Limited). 


Departmental Decisions by the Local Government Board, Board | 


of Education, Home Office, Treasury. Quarterly Issue, No. 1., 
Michaelmas-Christmas, 1905. Price 2s. S. Edgcumbe Rogers. 

The Lawyer's Remembrancer and Pocket Book for the Year 1907. 
By ARTHUR PowELL, KC. Butterworth & Co. 


Commerce and Property in Naval Warfare: A Letter of the Lord 
Chancellor. Edited, with Introduction, Notes, and Appendices, by 
Francis W. Hirst, Barrister-at-Law. Macmillan & Co (Limited). 

Voet’s Commentaries. Book XXXIX., Title V., De Donationibus, 
and Book XXXIX., Title VI., De Mortis Causa Donationibus et 
Capionibus. Translated by T. E. pz Sampayo, K.C. (Ceylon), 
LL.B. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 








The judges responsible for the West Riding judgment must, says the 
Evening Standard, feel thankful that the law of our land is not as thelaw 
was when the great Hammurabi set up his pillar of statutes forty centuries 
ago. Asewery student of that fascinating story of ancient wisdom and 
equity knows, modern jurisprudence has been framed unconsciously upon 
the decrees inscribed on the pillar which lay for long ages buried in the 
ruins of Susa, the ancient city of the Persian kings, whither it had been 
carried to signalize the triumph over Babylonia. But this matter as to 
the judges isone upon which we have improved. For the code of forty 
centuries ago provided that if after a judge had given a written verdict his 
finding were upset, then the judge must suffer. Litigants had the right 
of appeal to the king himself. The judge whose decision was reversed had 
to pay twelve times the penalty awarded in the case. *‘ In public assembly 
he shall be thrown from the seat of judgment; he shall not return ; and 
he shall not sit with the judges upon a case.’’ Supposing they had had a 


West Riding judgment—and it had been over-ridden ! 


Points to be Noted. 
Company Law. 


Debentures — Re-issue.—The recent decisions of Mr. Justice 
Buckley and the Court of Appeal in Re George Routledge & Sons 
(Limited) (1904, 2 Ch, 474) and Re Tasker cd Sons (Limited) (1905, 
2 Ch. 587) have established for the time being that, where there is no 
express power to re-issue debentures of a series, one of such debentures, 
| after being paid off, cannot be re-issued, at any rate so as to regain 

its old place in the series. But there cannot be a re-issue unless 
there has already been an issue. What amounts to an issue has 
been recently considered. A company had registered a trust deed to 
| secure debentures of a series. Some of them were issued in the 
ordinary way. On the deposit of others the company borrowed a 
sum of money from its bankers, These were sealed by the company, 
but the name of the holder and the date were left in blank, and there 
was no registration either in the company’s debenture register or at 
Somerset House. Subsequently the loan was paid off, and the 
debentures, still in blank, were handed back to the company. It was 
held that the debentures had been issued to the bank, and that a 
subsequent issue of some of them (with the blanks filled up) to 
another lender was an invalid re-issue.—RE PERTH EvEcrRic TRAM- 
ways (LrITED) (Swinfen Eady, J., May 10) (54 W. R. 535; 1906, 
2 Ch. 216). 





| Postponement of General Meeting.—Articles of association 
commonly empower the directors to determine the time and place at 
which general meetings are to be held, but do not contain an express 
| power to postpone a meeting when it has been once summoned. It 
was held in 1894 that when a meeting is being held the chairman 
cannot stop the mecting: National Dwellings Society v. Sykes (1894, 
3 Ch. 159); but the chairman is not the board of directors. 
| Recently it has been decided that when the board has once called a 
meeting, even the board cannot postpone the date of holding it. 
| This point was apparently uncovered by authority.—SmirH v. 
| PARINGA Minzs (LimirEeD) (Kekewich, J., April 11) (1906, 2 Ch. 
193), 


| Conveyancing. 
| Settled Land Acts—Tenant for Life of Unsound Mind.— Where 
| 
| 
| 


a tenant for life is a person of unsound mind not so found, a question 
arises whether the statutory powers under the Settled Land Acts can 
be exercised by a person appointed by the judge under section 116 
| of the Lunacy Act, 1890, or whether it is necessary to obtain the 
appointment of a committee after inquisition. A person appointed 
under section 116 is empowered to exercise, under the order of the 
judge in lunacy, various powers defined by section 120, which include 
(a) power to sell any property of the lunatic; (i) power to exercise 
any power of leasing vested in the lunatic as limited owner ; and 
(/) power to exercise any power vested in the lunatic for his own 
benefit. And by virtue of section 128 he can, under the order of the 
judge, exercise powers vested in the lunatic as trustee. Under the 
above provisions the person appointed under section 116 can exercise 
| on behalf of the tenant for life the statutory power of leasing, but 
none of them apply to the power of sale. Hence when it is required 
to exercise this power on behalf of a tenant for life who is of unsound 
mind, it is necessary to take steps to obtain the appointment of a 
committee of the estate after inquisition, and then the committee 
can exercise the statutory power in the name and on behalf of the 
tenant for life under section 62 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. This 
view, which was taken in Re Baggs (1894, 2 Ch. 416), has been 
affirmed.—Re 8. 8. B. (C.A., April 10) (564 W. R. 429; 1906, 
1 Ch. 712). 


Estate Tail—Convict—Power of Administrator to Disentail. 
—Under section 10 of the Forfeiture Act, 1870, all the real and 
personal property of a convict vests in his administrator appointed 
under the Act, and the administrator has by section 12 absolute 
power to let, mortgage, sell, convey, and transfer any part of such 
property. But this power does not extend to disentailing an estate 
tail to which the convict was entitled. The power to do this is a 
statutory power arising under section 15 of the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, 1833, and it does not pass to the administrator. Consequently 
the administrator has no power to bar the estate tail of the convict 
and convey the fee to the purchaser. On the other hand, although 
by section 8 of the Forfeiture Act, 1870, the convict is incapable of 
alienating any property, yet this does not apply to a deed barring the 
entail, The deed does not operate to alienate any estate; it merely 
enlarges the estate tail into the fee. Consequently the convict can 
bimself bar the estate tail, and so enable the administrator to sell the 
fee.—Rx GASKELL AND Waters’ Conrracr (C.A., April 11) (1906, 
2 Ch. 1). 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


KERSHAW v. EVANS. No.1. 31st Oct. 


Wacerine anp Gaminec —I.Liecat OonsrperatTion — Promissory Nore 
Given Partiy 1n Contpgration or Lost Bers aNnp Partiy rv ConsipERa- 
TION OF ApvANCE—Apmiss10n or Lianiiiry ror Futt Amount or Nore, 


This was an appeal from a judgment of a Divisional Court on the 
hearing of a county court appeal. The action was brought i 
a husband and wife on a promissory note. The defence was that the 
promissory note was rendered null and void by the Gaming Acts, 
the money claimed by the plaintiff being in respect of mone 
lost on bets on horse-races. The evidence was that the plain 
was a turf commission agent, that the male defendant had been in 
the habit of backing horses with him, and was indebted to him in res 
of bets in the sum of £4 17s, 6d., and was also in want of £5 to pay 
other betting debts ; that the male defendant wrote to the plaintiff asking 
him to lend him £5; that on the same day the jes met and the male 
defendant agreed to pay the plaintiff £9 17s. 6d. in consideration of the 
advance of £5, and said, ‘‘ I owe you £4 17s. 6d., make the bill out for 
£9 17s. 6d.”’; that the plaintiff thereupon gave the male defendant a 
cheque for £5, and the two defendants signed a promissory note for 
£9 17s. 6d. for value received, with interest thereon at ten per cent. 
The county court judge’s note of his decision was as follows: ‘I 
find that the defendant at the time he signed the note admitted that 
he owed the plaintiff £9 17s. 6d., and requested the plaintiff to make out 
@ promissory note for that amount. I think the fact that £4 17s, 6d. had 
been owing to the plaintiff in respect of betting transactions is immaterial 
under these circumstances—viz., that the defendant agreed that the note 
should be made out for a specific sum which he owed, and that it should 
be signed by his wife, which was done. I find that there Was good con- 
sideration for the note, and give judgment for the plaintiff.” On appeal, 
the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, O.J., and Kennedy, J., Ridley, 
J., dissenting) affirmed the decision of the county court judge. The 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Covurr (Contrns, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwett, L.JJ.) 
allowed the ap , and ordered judgment to be entered for the defendants. 

Coutins, M.R., said that Ridley, J., was of opinion that the note was 
bad, inasmuch as part of the consideration was ill It was clear from 
the statutes 9 Anne, c. 19, and 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 41, that a note given fora 
consideration which was in part in respect of a gaming transaction, and 
therefore illegal, was bad. The Lord Chief Justice sai eneol. J., took 
the view that the county court judge had found as a fact that the note 
was given solely in consideration of the advance of £5, and they thought 
that, that consideration not having been shewn to be other than a 
consideration, the plaintiff was entitled to recover. It seemed to him that 
the county court judge had shrunk and refrained from finding that the 
£4 17s. 6d. was not part of the consideration for the note. On the 
face of the transaction there was an admission on the part of the 
defendant of liability fur £9 17s. 6d. The county court judge recog- 
nized this in his finding, but went on to treat the admission as havi 
the effect of an account stated, such as would raise an impli 
promise in law to pay, and he concluded that there was a good cause of 
action irrespective of the question whether any part of the debt had been 
incurred for bets. The evidence negatived the conclusion that the advance 
of £5 was the sole consideration for the note, and he did not think the 
county court judge had so found in fact. None of the judges in the 
Divisional Court had any doubt that, if the £4 17s. 6d. was part of the 
consideration, there was an answer to the note. The admitted existing 
debt was on the evidexce part of the consideration, and the whole transac- 
tion was infected with illegality. In his opinion the judgment of Ridley, J., 
was right. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred. 

Farwett, L.J., also concurred, but said he had some difficulty in satisfy- 
ing himself as to what was the meaning of the county court judge’s finding. 
—CounseL, G. D. Keogh; A. M. Latter. Soxscrrorns, Hands ¢ Co., for J. 
Sefton, Liverpool; W. W. Wynne § Sons, for Mawdsley §¢ Hadfeld, 
Southport. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Ie BATES, HODGSON v. BATES. Kekewich, J. 31st Oct. 


Witt — Conic, — Consrruction — Unavtnorizep Sgcurities—Power To 
Trustxes to Retarin—Oaprra, ox Income— Tenant ror Lire anp 
REMAINDERMAN, 


The testator by his will, dated the 6th of December, 1899, devised all his 
real estate to his wife, the defendant Josephine Bates, during her life, 
without impeachment of waste, and after her death to such uses in favour 
of any descendant, then living or to be born d@ her lifetime, of his 
grandfather as his said wife should by will appoint, such descendant 
to take the same real estate in tail male, and in default of any 
such appointment to the use of his, the testator’s, brother, the 
defendant Charles Loftus Bats, during his life and on his death 
to his eldest son in tail male, and the testator bequeathed all his 
personal estate upon such trusts as would correspond és nearly as 
the rules of law and equity wou'd permit with the uses chereinbefore 








declared in respect of his real estate. He appointed the plaintiff John 
Crawford Hi m and his said wife the trustees and executors of his 
said will, and his trustees for the p s of the Settled Land Acts. By 
a codicil dated the 4th of October, 1900, the testator gave full power to his 
said trustees to retain any investments for such as to them might seem 
proper. The testator died on the 18th of March, 1902. At the time of his 
death the testator was possessed of a large number of fully paid-up slrares 
in @ prosperous coal company. The trustees retained these shares, and 
this originating summons was brought to determine the question whether 
Mrs. Bates was entitled to receive the whole of the dividends on such 
shares, or whether such dividends ought to be apportioned as between 
capital and income. For the remainderman it was argued that the case was 
governed by the rule laid down in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 137), and 
that such dividends should be a; oned as between capital and income : 
Macdonald v. Irvine (26 W. R. 381, 8 Ch. D. 101), Porter v. Baddeley (5 Oh. 
D. 542, 25 W. R. Dig. 319), Re Chaytor, Chaytor v. Horn (1905, 1 Oh. 
233). For Mrs. Bates it was con that the power to retain invest- 
ments took the case out of the rule, and that Mrs. Bates was entitled to 
the full income derived from such shares: Re Sheldon, Dizon vy. Sheldon 
(32 Soxrcrrors’ Journat 525, 39 Ch. D. 50), Re Thomas, Wood v. Thomas 
(35 Sorrcrrors’ Jovrnat 647; 1891, 3 Ch. 482), Re Pitcairn, Brandreth v. 
Colvin (44 W. R. 200; 1896, 2 Ch. 199). 

Kexewicn, J., in gi judgment, said that the question whether a 
mere power to retain, s g alone, took the case out of the rule had not 
been decided. In all the other cases cited there was something more than 
@ mere power to retain. If there had been no codicil the rule would 
have applied. The question is really one of intention, the rule being 
foun upon what was presumed to be the intention of the testator. 
The testator must be presumed to have intended equality, and that the 

roperty bequeathed should be yg in the same way as regards value 
by those succeeding to it after the death of the tenant for life, and this 
could only be effected by conversion. That umed intention must, of 
course, give way to intention on the part of the testator. Once 
there is an express intention by the testator that the securities are to be 
retained, then effect must be given to it notwithstanding the rule. In the 
present case the testator has in effect said that the trustees are not bound 
to convert, so that his intention is different from the intention presumed by 
law. This case is governed by Re Sheldon, The discretion to retain really has 
the effect of adding these shares to the list of authorized securities, and the 
income of authorized securities must be to the tenant for life. In 
Porter v. Baddeley the unauthorized securities were of a wasting nature. 
The same principle does not apply to securities which are of a permanent 
nature, though they may be hazardous. In the present case the securities 
are hazardous, but not wasting. The trustees, having power to retain, 
are authorized by the testator to hold these shares, and the tenant for life 
is entitled to the income produced thereby.—CounseL, Austen Cartmell ; 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Cassel; Stewart Smith, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy. 
Souicrrors, B. Flux, Leadbitter, § Neighbour, for Leadbitter § Harvey, New- 
castle-on-Tyne ; Crossman, Pritchard, § Co., for Stanton, Atkinson, §¢ Hudson, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


[Reported by P. Jonn Boiann, Barrister-at-Law. | 


EDWARDS ». GROVE. Kekewich, J. 30th and 3lst Oct. 


Pracrice—Parment Ovt or Personatty—Arrivavit or No [NcUMBRANCES 
Nor ReqvurRep. 


This was a petition by a legatee for the payment out of certain funds 
which had been paid into court in an administration action. The said 
funds aoe a trust legacy and residuary estate. The respondents 
were reversioners entitled under the trusts of the will. The question now 
came before the court whether the reversioners were required to make such 
an affidavit of no incumbrances in respect of the personal estate as is 
required to be made in the case of an application for payment out of 
money representing real estate. The practice in respect of money repre- 
senting real estate is stated in the Annual Practice, 1906, p. 281, and in 
Williams v. Ware (32 Sorscrrons’ Journat 353, 57 L. J. Ch, 497). 

Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment, said that he had consulted two of 
his brother judges and two of the registrars with regard to the practice in 
similar cases, and their view was that the rule requiring an affidavit of no 
incumbrances in the case of realty did not apply to personal estate. 
His lordship thought that there t be cases where such an affidavit 
would be n , but in the present case it would not be required.— 
CounseL, P. 0. Leven: K.C., and Manning ; Jessel, K.C., and Salter. 
Sourcrrors, Clayton, Son, § Fargus; Waterhouse § Co., for T. W. James, 
Swansea, 


[Reported by P. Joux Botaxp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LORD LECONFIELD v. LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY 
CO. AND FURNESS RAILWAY CO. Swinfen Eady, J. 25th Oct.; 
3rd Nov. 


Rartway Company—OoryHoips —ENFRANCHISEMENT— CoM? ENSATION — 
Lanps Ciauses Consonipation Act, 1845, s, 95. 


This was a special case stated by the parties. It raised the question 
whether the plaintiff, who was lord of the manor of Fivetowns-with- 
Eaglesfield in Cumberland, was entitled to any, and if so whut, 
“dropping fines ’’ in res of certain hereditaments which had ben 
acquired under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, or whether he could 
take the loss of such fines into consideration in compensa- 
tion to be paid to him on their enfranchisement. The hereditaments, 
Nos. 23 and 25, Fivetowns, were vested in the defendants jointly and 
were originally segs’ Game Satats 2a the manor under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. “ fines’’ became due 
on admittance of a new tenant co: s:quent upon the death of an old one; 
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a general fine was due on the death of a lord of the manor, when all the 
customary tenants were admitted afresh. Section 95 of the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, provides that ‘‘Every conveyance . . . of 
any lands which shall be of copyhold or customary tenure . . . shall 
be entered on the rolls of the manor of which the same shall be held or 
parcel; . . and every such conveyance, when so enrolled, shall have 
the like effect, in respect of such copyhold or customary lands, as if the 
same had been of freehold tenure, nevertheless until such lands shall have 
been enfranchised by virtue of the powers hereinafter contained, they shall 
continue subject to the same fines, rents, heriots, and services as were 
theretofore payable and of right accustomed.” No. 23, Fivetowns was 
acquired in 1867 from one Catherine Bouch, who was then a tenant on the 
rolls, and who executed a conveyance of the tenement on the 16th of August 
of that year. This, however, was not enrolled till the 25th of March, 1892. 
The first Lord Leconfield, then lord of the manor, died in 1869, and 
Catherine Bouch was admitted tenant on the rolls in 1871, as on his death, 
but paid no general fine. She died in 1874. John Bouch, her customary heir, 
died in 1882, Percival Bouch, his son, then became the customary heir, 
but no further admittance was ever made nor any fine paid, and Catherine’s 
name still appears on the rolls. No. 25, Fivetowns was acquired in 1872 
from one Silas George Saul, then a tenant on the rolls. The conveyance 
was dated the 17th of May, 1872, but was not enrolled until the 25th of 
March, 1892. Saul died in 1905. No fine was then paid, and his name 
is still on the rolls. 

Swryren Eapy, J., in a reserved judgment, said that, in his opinion, 
proper effect could only be given to section 95 of the Act by holding that 
until enfranchisement the lord was entitled to the same fines as would 
have accrued payable but for the taking of the land by the company. 
That was the view taken by judges at different times when this section 
had been under consideration. He held, therefore, that the plaintiff was 
entitled to require the defendants to pay—or that in estimating the com- 
pensation payable to him these were to be taken into account—all dropping 
tines arising between the date fixed by the Act for compulsory enfranchise- 
ment (i.¢., the expiration of one month from possession being taken) and 
the actual enfranchisement. ‘That would include the dropping fines pay- 
able on the deaths of Catherine Bouch, John Bouch, and Silas George 
Saul. In pursuance of the agreement between the parties set out in the 
special case, the defendants must pay the costs of the action, including 
the special case.—-CounseL, Macnaghten, K.C., and Austen Cartmell ; Danck- 
werts, K.C., and Stuart Moore. Soxicrrors, Milles, Jennings- White, § Foster ; 
Currey § Co. 

[Reported by R. E. V. Bax, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





. ’ 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
REX v. JUSTICES OF BEDFORD. Div. Court. 1st Nov. 

Licenstnc Laws—Horeis anp Compensation Funp—Horets wira Bars 
Apove THE RareasLe VaLuz or £25—Ctiaim To BE Assessep UNDER THE 
Pxroviso as TO Premises 1n Respect or Wuicn tar Licence was MeRety 
Avuxmiary—Certiricate or Justices, Form 25 —Licenstne Act, 1904 
Scuevvute 1, Nore. , 
Six cases with regard to decisions of the licensing justices of Bedford 
exempting certain hotels at Bedford from liability to be charged at the 
maximum rate to the compensation fund under the Licensing Act, 1904 
came before this court. Rules nisi for writs of certiorari had been obtained 
requiring the justices of the borough to shew cause why certificates 
which they had granted purporting to exempt the hotels in question 
from a portion of the levy made under the Act of 1904 for the 
purpose of raising the compensation fund to the proper level should 
not be quashed. By Schedule 1 of the Licensing Act, 1904, which 
includes some of the provisions of the Revenue Act, 1880, it is pro- 
vided that in the case of an hotel with a bar, which was only rateable to 
the extent of £25 or under, only one-third of the annual value of the 
premises was to be taken when assessing the pubiican’s licence duty. It 
also provided that in the case of any licensed premises which were certified 
by licensing justices to be used only as public gardens, picture galleries 
exhibitions, places of public or.private entertainments, railway refreshment 
rooms, Jond fide restaurants or eating-houses, or for any other purpose to 
which the holding of a licence was merely auxiliary, such rate, not less 
than two-thirds of that charged in other cases, should be levied as the 
justices thought proper. In the test case which was argued—the Swan 
Hotel—the annual value of the whole of the premises taken for the 
es of the publican’s licence duty was £600. The bars were over 

the rateable value of £25, but on an application by the licensee under the 
note to the first schedule of the Act of 1904, the justices granted 
a certificate whereby they certified that the licensed premises in 
question were used for purposes to which the holding of the licence was 
merely auxiliary, and they stated that they were of opinion that two- 
thirds of the rate charged in other cases was the proper rate under the 
Licensing Act, 1904, in respect of the said premises. Similar certificates 
were made in respect of the other hotels. The licensing authority being 


desirous of testing the legality of these certificates granted by the justi 
obtained the rules nisi for certiorari and also alternative rules te a Zier 
to hear and determine the applications for certificates according to law. 
Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Rintey and Daxine, JJ.) held 
that hotels with bars above the rateable value of £25 did not come within 
the exemption, and were liable to be assessed on the full and not the 
reduced rate to the compensation fund as certified by the justices. The! 





rules for a certiorari were made absolute with costs. The rules for mandamus 
were abandoned.—Counset, F. E. Smith ; Danckwerts, K.C., aud Stimson, 
So.tcrrors, Godden, Son, § Holme, for Conquest § Clare, Bedford; F. Venn 
§ Co., for W. W. Marks, Bedford. 

[Reported by Egsxine Rew, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REX v. SIR H. M. JACKSON AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 31st Oct. 


Licensinc Acrs—Conrreminc Avtuorrry—Monoroty Vatve—Rerorr or 
VaLver—Eviwence on Oatu—Construction or OrpeR or JUSTICES— 
Manpamus—Licenstne Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 49), 8. 22—Licensine 
Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), 8. 10. 

This was a rule nisi for a writ of mandamus calling upon the justices 
forming the county licensing committee, and constituting the contirming 
authority of the quarter sessions of Monmouthshire, to shew cause why 
they should not deliver to the applicant, Joseph Jones, a certiticate of con- 
firmation and a full provisional licence for the Pioneer Hotel, Cwmfelin- 
fach, as granted by the licensing justices of the Bedwellty Division under 
section 22 of the Licensing Act, 1874, or in the alternative to hear and 
determine Joseph Jones’ application for confirmation of a new provisional 
licence according to law. ‘The divisional justices had made to the appli- 
cant a full provisional grant of a licence, and attached, as a con- 
dition, to the grant the reference for compensation of a beer- 
house licence already held by the applicant, in the event of the 
grant being confirmed, and at the adjourned licensing session they, 
after hearing evidence, fixed the monopoly value to be paid by the 
applicant in respect of the grant at £2,250. The applicant duly made 
application to the confirming authority under the Licensing Act, 1904, to 
confirm the grant, It was stated in the affidavit of the chairman that no 
evidence was tendered to the confirming authority as to the amount that 
should be fixed as the monopoly value, and that the solicitor for the police 
said that on facts proved as to the development of the district it should be 
fixed at £5,000. ‘The confirming authority resolved that the matter should 
be deferred pending the receipt of the report of their valuer, and this 
resolution was announced in court. At the adjourned meeting the report 
of the valuer was received, in which he stated that in his opinion the 
monopoly value was at least £5,000, and the confirming authority 
came to the conclusion that the monopoly value was £5,000, and 
accordingly fixed that sum. It was thereupon ordered as 
follows: ‘‘It is ordered that the licence be confirmed and tha 
the condition attached to the licence under the provisions of 
section 4 of the Licensing Act, 1904, be, with the consent of the 
justices authorized to graut the licence, varied by fixing the monopoly 
value at £5,000.” The divisional justices subsequently gave notice to the 
confirming authority that they declined to consent to the proposed varia- 
tion in the condition as to the monopoly value, and adhered to the value 
of £2,250. Counsel in support of the rule argued that the order confirm- 
ing the licence was good, for the justices said ‘‘it is ordered that the 
licence be confirmed and.’”?’ What followed was bad because the justices 
had not heard evidence on oath, but received the report of their valuer, 
who was not sworn: Dartford Brewery v. Quarter Sessions of County of 
London (1906, 1 K. B. 695). 

Tux Covrr (Lord Atvexstone, C.J., and Riptey and Darina, JJ.) 
made absolute the rule to hear and determine. 

Lord Atversrong, ©.J., in the course of his judgment said that 
the principle of Dodd’s case (1905, 2 K. B. 40) would be binding if it 
were not for the Act of Parliament. The Licensing Act, 1904, was to 
be read with the Licensing Act, 1872, and it was clear that the justices 
had power to refuse to confirm. In substance they confirmed, subject to 
a condition, and had the word ‘‘if’’ been substituted for “‘and,’’ counsel 
for the appellant admitted there would have been no argument in support 
of his contention. The more important question was whether the justices 
could assess the monopoly value on evidence not given upon oath. It was 
quite clear the licensing authority was a court: Rez v. Woodhouse (1906, 
2 K. B. 501). In the Dartford Brewery case the report of the justices, 
which dealt with the renewal of a licence, was received as evidence, and 
the court held the evidence to be inadmissible. The discretion of the 
justices in dealing with monopoly values was, if anything, less, and the 
report should not have been put in as evidence without the valuer being 
called as a witness. 

Riptey and Darume, JJ., concurred.—CovunseL, Avory, K.C., and 
Mackenzie; Amphlett, K.C., and Corner, Souscrrons, Field, Roscoe, § Co., 
for H. Stafford Gustard, Newport; Llewellin § Allen, Newport. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Drocques, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WILLIS v. YOUNG AND STEMBRIDGE. Div. Court. 2nd Nov. 


Lorrery—Free Orrer or CHance or Prize—InpuceMeNt TO PuRCHASE— 
Newsrarer—Gamine Acr (42 Geo. 3, c. 119), s. 2. 


This was a case stated by Alderman Davies, sitting at the Mansion House 
Justice Room, on three informations preferred by John Willis, the 
appellant, against Thomas Young and George Edward Stembridge, the 
respondents, which were by consent heard together. ‘The informations 
were against Thomas Young for unlawfully boeing a certain place at 180 
and 181, Fleet-street (1) to exercise a certain lottery in the Weekly 
Telegraph newspaper, being a lottery not authorized by Parliament ; (2) to 
expose to be played by numbers and figures a certain lottery in the Weekly 
Telegraph newspaper, being a lottery not authorized by Parliament ; and 
(3) to expose to be played by a certain way, contrivance, and device called 
the “‘Weekly Telegraph Medal Scheme,” a@ lottery not authorized by 
Parliament. Stembridge was charged with aiding and abetting. Upon 
the hearing the following facts were proved: (a) That George Edward 
Stembridge was the responsible printer and publisher of the Weekly Tele- 
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graph between the 17th of March, 1906, and the 18th of April, 1906, and was 
responsible for its publication in London, although it was printed in 
Sheffield. (4) That Thomas Young was the responsible manager of the 
London office of the paper at 180 and 181, Fleet-street, and was respon- 
sible for the distribution of the medals referred to in the ‘‘ Weekly Telegraph 
Medal Scheme ”’ between the 3rd of March, 1906, and subsequent dates up 
to and including the 18th of April, 1906, in London and district. Each of 
the medals bore a distinctive number and the words, ‘‘ Keep thir, it may 
be worth £100. See the Weekly Telegraph to-day.’’ (c) That the scheme 
was conducted at the said office in Fleet-street. (d) That the medals were 
handed in bulk of thousands to men for indiscriminate distribution, 
principally by placing them in letter-boxes at ple’s houses. (¢) That 
such distributors had no kaowledge of the winning numbers of the medal. 
(f) That the winning numbers during the said period were arbitrarily 
selected by some person in the employ of the paper, and that 
the respondents accept the responsibility of such selection. (g) That 
the scheme was otherwise carried out substantially in the manner 
described in the issue of the paper of the 3rd of March, 1906. 
(h) That copies of the newspaper of the dates the 3rd, 10th, 17th, 24th, 
and 31st of March and the 7th and 14th of April, 1906, shewed successive 
stages of the same scheme under a similar heading. (i) That the paper 
was sold to the public for one penny per copy, and that that price was 
marked on the paper. (yj) That the statement contained in the paper as 
to certain persons therein named having received prizes under the scheme 
were accurate. (k) That there was no condition that a person holding one 
of the medals entitling him to a prize must purchase or produce a copy of 
the paper to secure such prize. (/) That in the event of a person walki 
into the office with one of the medals information would have been afford 
him gratuitously whether such medal was entitled to a prize or not, and 
that a file of the paper was always available at the office for inspec- 
tion free of charge by any person. The paper was also supplied to, 
and could be inspected at, most reading rooms and many hotels. (m) 
That one of the medals was never given at the same time as a 
copy of the paper was sold. (m) That if a person came to the office 
and asked to be given a medal he would have been given one without any 
inquiry being made as to whether he had purchased a copy of the paper, 
and that if he came there and bought a copy of the paper and then and 
for a medal such medal would not be given tohim. (0) That there was no 
connection between the actual distribution of the medals and the sale of a 
copy of the paper. (yg) That under no circumstances was anything 
charged for the medal, nor in any way could the purchaser of a copy of 
the paper secure the possession of such a medal as a condition of the 
purchase. (7) That there was no coupon in such paper. (r) That special 
instructions were always given to the distributors of the medals, who are 
never employed to sell the newspaper, and the general instructions given 
to them were to omit newsagents from their distribution and to place a 
medal in each letter-box in every street. (s) That if a person living in 
the country had written to the office asking for one of such medals, it 
would have been sent to him without either a stamped envelope or a penny 
stamp being sent to the office, and that thousands of such medals had been 
so sent; (¢) that the proprietors of this journal hoped to get increased 
circulation of their paper and increased profits by this scheme. The 
object of this scheme was to advertise the paper and thereby to get an 
increased circulation. The object in distributing these medals was to 
induce persons to inspect the paper. The proprietors’ hope%and intention 
in distributing these medals was that the recipients might be induced to 
purchase copies of the paper. The scheme had been successful. The 
objects the proprietors had in view had been obtained in a steadily 
increasing manner. The circulation of the paper had increased about 
20 per cent. during the progress of this scheme. (#) That the 
proprietors did not refuse to sell at their office a copy of the paper to any 
stranger applying for it. They gave a medal for nothing to any stranger 
that came into the office and asked for one, without any inquiry as to 
whether he had purchased a copy, but they did not give a medal to the 
purchaser of a paper at the time of such purchase. A person purchasing 
a paper at the office might have received a medal the day before or 
might receive one the day after such purchase, (v) That this scheme 

about the end of September, 1905, and had been continued weekly. No 
date had been fixed for the end of this scheme. It now cost about £200 
per week, but at first it cost less. The magistrate was of opinion that the 
scheme so published by the respondents was not a lottery as contemplated 
by the Gaming Act, 1802, and he thereupon dismissed the informations. 
Section 2 of the Gaming Act, 1802: ‘. . No persons shall publicly 
or privately keep any office or place to exercise . . . any game or 
lottery called a little goe or any other lottery whatever not authorized by 
Parliament . . .’’ Counsel for the appellant said that this was the 
offer of a prize the obtaining of which depended purely upon chance, and 
that was a lottery ever since the decision in Taylor v. Smetten (11 Q. B. D. 
207). Counsel for the respondent argued that there could be no lottery 
unless the persons entering into it paid something in some way for their 
chance, such as the purchase of the paper. Here there was no compulsc: 
purchase ; the winner might gain the prize without any expenditure. He 
quoted definitions from the New Century and Murray’s Dictionaries to 
shew that purchase was a necessary element in a lottery. It was present 
in every decided case: Hall v. MacWilliam (65 J. P. 742), Reg. v. Harris 
(10 Cox 352). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstong, O.J., and Riptey and Dari, JJ.) made 
the rule absolute. 

Lord Atverstong, O0.J., in the course of his judgment said that the order 
of the istrate was wrong, and the case must go back with an order to 
convict. If the medal had been attached to the paper it world not be 
contended that it was not a lottery. It was true that in an individual 
case the winner might not be a buyer of the paper, but the troad fact 








remained that the scheme was to induce See ee 
the paper. Obviously many persons bonght the j , not to it, but 
to see if they held the winning number. the persons did con- 
tribute the moneys out of which the prizes were taken. Even 
Murray’s definition, the present case came within it. Where the misc 
was identical it was to be hoped that no scheme would by its uity 
prevent the court from coming to the decision that it constituted a lottery. 

River and Danxuixe, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounsuL, 
Avory, K.C., and Muir ; Marshall Hall, K.0., and Moore. Soxicrrons, City 
Solicitor ; Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, Barham, & Lawford. 

{Reported by Mavaroz N. Davoquss, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REX v. JOHNSON AND OTHERS. Ez parte WHITMORE. Div. Court. 
30th Oct. 


Licenstne Acts —Renewat or Licence—Rersrence To Quarter Srss1ons— 
Hovss Not Neepep—DirrerentiaTion—Evipence Upon Wuicu Justices 
Qovtp Report to Compensation AurHoRriTy—Lacensine Acts, 1872 (35 & 
36 Vier. c, 94), s. 42; 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 1, sup-sxerion 2. 


In this case the licensing justices of Leicester shewed cause against a rule 
for a mandamus which had been granted under the following circumstances : 
Whitmore was tenant of a beerhouse, the ‘‘ Duke of Rutland, ’’ and the 
house had been reported as redundant. ‘The ‘‘ Duke of Ru ” was one 
of fifteen licensed houses within a radius of 200 yards, and the tenant 
appealed from the refusal of quarter sessions to renew the licence on the 
ground that the takings of the house were going up, that there was no 
complaint as to management or structural requirements, and shortly, that 
there was no evidence on which the justices could differentiate this house 
from the other houses in its vicinity. The rule was obtained on this latter 
ground. There was also a rule of prohibition granted to stay all proceed- 
ings by the compensating authority. 

rd Atverstons, O.J., in giving judgment, said he was of opinion that 
both rules must be discharged. It was submitted on the one hand that 
there was no real difference in this case which differentiated this house 
from others in the neighbourhood, while on the other it was said that there 
was some evidence upon which the justices could come to the conclusion 
they had arrived at—namely, that this particular house was not needed. It 
was clear law now that the court could not interfere with the discretion of the 
justices if there was any evidence of differentiation. That was so decided 
this court in previous cases, and if not directly, indirectly had been affirm: 
by the Court of "We ¢ a A to the p Aer in Raven v. Justices of 
Southampton (1904, 1 K. B. 430) Rex v. Tothurst (1905, 2 K. B. 478), 
there must be some evidence of differentiation and some proof of the facts 
upon which the justices could say that a particular house was one which 
ought to be discontinued. When it was established that a court had evidence 
before it of differentiation it would require a strong case to upset its 
decision, especially when, as here, the licensee had been called or had had 
an opportunity of being called, and could cross-examine the witnesses. A 
licensee could shew whether his house was better or worse than others, and 
the evidence given by the applicant for the rule in this case was evidence 
upon which the justices could act, and no doubt had acted, 

Rivizy and Darurne, JJ., concurred, and both rules were accordingly 
discharged.—CounsgL, Avory, K.C., and M’Curdy ; Danckwerts, K.C., and 
Powers. Soxscrrors, Henry Clarkson & Sons, for Herbert Simpson, Leicester ; 
Fowdon § Low, for Thomas Wright, Olerk to the Justices, Leicester. 

[Reported by Easxinz Rev, Barrister-at-Law. } 


DAWES v, WILEINSON. Div. Court. 5th Nov. 


~~ 

ApvuLTERATION—Rum—‘‘ Naturns, Sunstance, anp Quauiry ’’—Dmvrep 
Betow Sranparp—Norice Exuisirep sy Pusiican—Sprarrs Nor 
GUARANTEED OF Any ParticuLar Srrencru—Sate or Foop anp Davos 
Act, 1875, ss. 1, 6—Amenpment Act, 1879, 8.6. + 


Appeal by a licensed victualler against a conviction by the justices of 
Derby under section 6 of 38 & 39 Vict. c. 63 for selling a quartern of rum 
which was not of the nature, substance, and quality demanded, to the pre- 
judice of the purchaser. Under section 6 of the Food and Drugs Amendment 
Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 30), it is notan offence to reduce by dilution rum 
and other spirits to 25 degrees under proof. The sample purchased by the 
chief inspector of nuisances for the county borough of Derby was found on 
analysis to be diluted to the extent of 3-7 per cent. below 25 per cent. under 
ine. The licensed victualler relied in defence on a notice exhibited on 

is premises to the effect that all spirits sold were of the same quality and 
strength as heretofore, but in order to comply with the Food and 
Act there would not in future be any guarantee of str - The justices 
held that the notice was not a good defence, and the licensed victualler 


a ed. 
Py Ne Eo py a ere 

though diluted, follo lage Vv. . B. D. . t 
appellant had been beeen Bey npn 

IDLEY, J., considered if the vendor relied on a notice, he must, in 

order to protect himself from conviction, have ht home to the mind 
of the purchaser the fact that there had been a tampering as. was 
expressed in the word “‘ dilution,” that the rum he would be sup with 
would be under the standard ; and it was not sufficient to put up a notice 
that the spirits sold would not be of an teed > 

Lord Aare, 0.J., agreed with Pe v9. He par be 
= e door to a gerous practice ey were to use 
ry es wecotle in this notice, “‘ not of ”” covered 
dilution below 25 per cent. allowed by the Act of 1879. Bya 
the appeal was therefore dismissed. uNsEL, H. A. MeCardie; Ethering- 
ton Smith. Soxscrrons, Indermaur § Brown, for Clifford ¢ Clifford, Derby ; 
Sharpe, Parker, $ Co., for G. T. Lee, Derby. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Raw, Barrister-at-Law.| 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re RUSHFORTH. £r parte HOLMES. Bigham and A. T, Lawrence, JJ. 
4th and 5th Nov. 
Banxavrrcy —Mcrvat Deatines—Banxevrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. 
c. 52), 8. 38. 

Appeal from a decision of the county court judge at Bradford, whereby 
he ordered the appellants to pay to the trustee in bankruptcy the sum 
of £400, being the agreed amount of the valuation of the bankrupt’s 
stock-in-trade as a licensed victualler, less £42 103. admitted to be due to 
the appellants in respect of rent. On the 24th of October, 1904, the 
appellants, Messrs. J. R. Holmes & Co., let to the bankrupt a public-house 
under alease whereby the tenant was obliged to buy his beer, &c., from 
the landlords. The lease contained a clause whereby all rent and arrears 
of rent, all sums due on account of beer supplied, and all invoices whatso- 
ever due to the landlords upon any determination of the tenancy were to 
be deducted from the valuation payable by the incoming tenant 
to the bankrupt. In February, 1906, there was due to the 
landlords £502 12s. 11d. on account of rent, beer supplied, 
and a loan of £254 which the landlords had made to the tenant on his 
entering upon the tenancy to assist him to pay his valuation. On the 
14th of February, 1906, the bankrupt had agreed for a transfer of the 
house to a new tenant named Bailey, and they had appointed two valuers 
to value the stock-in-trade, fittings, &c. On the 20th of February the 
bankrupt committed an act of bankruptcy by assigning his estate to a 
trustee for the benefit of his creditors. The appellants had notice of this 
act of bankruptcy on the same date. On the 2ist and 22nd of February 
the valuation was made, and the amount agreed at £400. On the 22nd of 
February the bankrupt gave a receipt to Bailey for the amount of the 
valuation, and the brewers gave the bankrupt a receipt for the amount 
due from him to them. The £400 was paid by Bailey to the brewers. A 
receiving order was made against the bankrupt on the 26th of February. 
The trustee in bankruptcy moved in the county court for an order 
on the brewers to pay to him the said £400, less £42 10s. which he 
admitted to be due to them for rent for the six months prior to the 
receiving order, as forming part of the bankrupt’s estate. The county 
court judge made the order, from which the brewers appealed. For 
the appeliants it was contended that the brewers were entitled to take 
the amount payable to the bankrupt for the valuation and set it off 
against the amount due to them from the bankrupt. The contract 
under which the ‘‘ mutual dealings ’’ arose had been made long before the 
bankruptcy, and it was immaterial that the appellants had notice of an 
act of bankruptcy before the payment of the money under that contract, 
and relied on Re Daintrey, Ex parte Mant (1900, 1Q. B. 546). For the 

ndents it was contended that the title of the trustee related back to 
the act of er yi, od on the 20th of February, and after that date the 
bankrupt had no title to his assets and could not effectually dispose of them. 

Brena, J., held that it was a clear case of mutual credit called into 
existence at the date of the agreement and continuing to the end of the 
tenancy, and not affected by any subsequent act of bankruptcy. At the 
date of the act of bankruptcy the bankrupt owed the appellants £502 and 
was to get a sum for valuation of his stock-in-trade, although the amount 
had not then been fixed. That sum was the subject-matter of the mutual 
credit and the bankrupt Could only use it for the purpose of paying the 
appellants, who were entitled to retain it as against the trustee in 
bankruptcy. 

A. T. Lawrence, J., concurred. The rights of the landlords arose by 
virtue of the mutual credit clause in the agreement. The trustee could 
not set that aside and must take the estate subject to the conditions of 
that agreement. Appeal allowed.—CovunseL, Waugh, K.C., and Compton ; 
MeCall, K.C., and Bairstow. Soxtcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for 
Weatherhead § Knowles, Bradford; Leslie § Hardy, for Greaves § Greaves, 
Bradford. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


Nov. 6.—Cnaries SypvNey Grunpy. 

Nov. 6.—Wituram Harpince Humpnreys, of Weymouth-street, London. 

Nov. 6.—Josern Henry Jones, of High-street, Cardiff. 

Nov. 6.—Jonun Ornen, 27, Chancery-lane, London. 

Nov. 6.—RicnHarp Georor Prpcock and Arravur Pripcock, both of Bank- 
chambers, Eastbourne. 

Nov. 7.—Franx Newman, 42a, Bloomsbury-square, London, W.C. 

Nov. 7.—Gezorce James Vanperrumr, 7, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
London. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 


Nov. 6.—Gzorce Dixon Watmstry, suspended for twelve months, as 
from the 15th of November next. 


The fourteenth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 24th ult. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir Mac- 
kenzie (the chairman) pa. Evidence was given by Mr. J. H. Scott, 
secretary of the Manchester Timber Trade Association, on behalf of the 


association. The fifteenth meeting was held on the 31st ult., Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Sydney 
J. Porter (of the firm of Messrs. Glaisyer, Porter, & Tangye), solicitor ta 
the Birmingham Jewellers and Silversmiths Association. 





New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRANSFER OF BUSINESS TO PARKER, J. 
Oxper or Court. 
Wednesday, the 24th day of October, 1906. 


Whereas, the Honourable Sir Henry Burton Buckley, Knight, late Judge 
of His Majesty’s High Court of Justice and of the Chancery Division of 
the said Court, has been appointed a Judge of His Majesty’s Court of 
Appeal. Now I, The Right Honourable Robert Threshie Baron Loreburn, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby Order and direct that 
all Causes andsMatters which are now pending before the said Sir Henry 
Burton Buckley as a Judge of His Majesty’s High Court of Justice, be 
transferred to Mr. Justice Parker and marked with his name. And | do 
further Order that the Masters aid Clerks and Officers attached to the 
Chambers of the said Sir Henry Burton Buckley continue to perform the 
same duties in relation to Mr. Justice Parker as those which they have 
hitherto performed for the said Sir Henry Burton Buckley. And this 
Order is to be drawn up by the Registrar, and set up in the several Offices 
of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 

Loresugy, C. 





TRANSFER OF BUSINESS UNDER COMPANIES (WINDING UP) 
ACT, 1890. 


Oxper or Covrrt. 
Wednesday, the 24th day of October, 1906. 


Whereas, by an Order dated the 23rd day of April, 1904, it was ordered 
that the jurisdiction of the High Court, under the Companies (Winding Up) 
Act, 1890, should until further order, be exercised by the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Buckley and the Honourable Mr. Justice Warrington, and, that 
the said Judges should, on and after the day aforesaid and until further 
order be the Judges of the High Court assigned for the purpose of the 
exercise of that jurisdiction pursuant to the Companies (Winding Up) Act, 
1890. And whereas the Honourable Sir Henry Burton Buckley has been 
appointed a Judge of His Majesty’s Court of Appeal. Now, therefore, I, 
The Right Honourable Robert Threshie Baron Loreburn, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby by virtue of the powers vested in 
me by Section 2 of the Companies (Winding Up) Act, 1890, Section 5 of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884, and all other powers enabling 
me in that behalf, Order that on and after this date, the jurisdiction of 
the High Court under the Companies (Winding Up) Act, 1890, shall, until 
further Order be exercised by the Honourable Mr. Justice Warrington and 
the Honourable Mr, Justice Parker, and that the said Judges shall until 
further order be the Judges of the High Court assigned for the purpose of 
the exercise of that jurisdiction pursuant to the Companies (Winding Up) 
Act, 1890. Loresurn, C. 








Law Societies. 
United Law Society. 


Annual general meeting, the 29th of October, 1906, Mr. Sherrington in 
the chair. The following officers were elected for the ensuing year: Chair- 
man, Mr. F. W. Weigall ; vice-chairman, Mr. Neville Tebbutt ; secretary, 
Mr. Harold Pellett ; treasurer, Mr. F. Wylie ; reporter, Mr. G. C. Peevor ; 
committee, Messrs. L. Bullock, H. F. Douglas, A. H. Richardson, and 
H. Drysdale Woodcock ; auditors, Mr. G. D. Elliman and Mr. Paylen. 


Nov. 5—Mr. F. W. Weigall in the chair,—Mr. Leonard Ford and Mr 
Clement Gurney were elected members of the society. Mr. G. C. Peevor 
moved : ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of Appeal in the West Riding 
case was wrong.’’ In the unavoidable absence of the opposer, Mr. F. 
Wylie, Mr. H. Drysdale Woodcock opposed, and after some discussion the 
motion was lost by three votes, nine voting against the motion and six 
in favour. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Prelimindry Examination held on the 17th and 18th of 
October, 1906: 


Bamber, William 

Barlow, Ernest 

Barnes, George Herbert Leonard 
Batley, Charles Gurson 

Booth, Allen Leyland 

Bowen, Harry 

Bower, Geoffrey Arthur Holme 


Browne, Alexander 

Burdkin, Arthur Hugh 

Butler, Noel 

Cooke, Harold John 

Edwards, William Norman 

Evans, Lionel Thorngate 

Fenton - Jones, Douglas William 


Boyer, Erncvst Alexander Fenton 
Boyes, Leor.ard Gilbert, George William 
Bright, Freierick Gerald Graham, Eric Gore 
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Green, Cecil John Tindell 
Guest, Philip Rennoldson Skeoch 
Harding, Clive Scotland 
Hawkins, Villiers Frederick Caesar 
Holford, William Philip 
Hollyer, Henry Berkeley 
Houlder, Wilson Alfred Lawrence 
Jones, Felix Ernest 
Jones, Leonard Howson 
Jones, Trevor John 
Lawrence, Charles Philip 
Lea, George Harry 
Le Brasseur, James Ashurst 
Lewis, Roger 
McGinity, Conal Ross 
Mear, Harry Robert Fowler 
Mitchell, Walter Irwin White, Bertram Ewart 
Monks, Charles Phethean Wood, Reginald Townsend 
Morgan-Richardson, Charles Leth- Wylae, Arthur 

bridge Ernest 


Morris, Lyndon Heary 

Morriss, Guy Rallison 

Myers, Jonas Louis 

Plant, Harvey Forshaw 

Rayner, Leslie King 

Rees, David Phillips 
Ridley-Thompson, Thomas Percy 
Roberts, Bleddyn Vane 

Roscoe, William 

Sayer, John Hopwood 

Scale, George Devereux Bassett 
Smith, Joseph Edmund 
Thomas, Trevor 

Vant, Eustace Hazzel 
Wardley, Frank 

Wells, Reginald Henry 


Council of Legal Education. 


The following is the result of the general examination of students of the 
Inns of Court, held in Gray’s-inn Hall, on the 16th, 17th, 18th, and 19th 
of October. L,I. means Lincoln’s-inn, I.T. Inner Temple, M.T. Middle 
Temple, and G.I. Gray’s-inn. 

Roman Law. 

Class I.—Samuel Josiah Sigismund Barlatt, G.I.; Richard Walter 
Bradley and Herbert William Sidney Francis, I1.T.; Charles Frederick 
Cunningham Macaskie, G.[.; Raymond Ewings Negus, 1.T.; Denis 
Nowell Pritt, M.T 

Class [1.—Isaac Grainger Bates and Boon Chuay, G.I.; Charles Cyril 
Gerahty, M.T.; Israel Ginsberg, G.I.; Quazi Tajammal Husain and 
Henry Beaufort Inglefield, M.T.; Kashi Prasad Jayaswal, L.I. ; William 
Lovelace, John Leighton Nanson, and Dennis O'Sullivan, 4.I.; Charles 
Wheatstone Sabine, M.T.; Robert Hardy Topham, I.T. ; Charles Thomas 
Williams, M.T. 

Class II[.—Syed Ahmad, Maung Bah Saing, Risdon Bannett, and 
Manickkum Edumbas Brahma-Nanden, M.T; Edmond Leonard Bray- 
shaw, I.T.; James Courtney Buchanan, L.I.; Percy Theodore Carden, 
I.T.; Edmund Tucker Carver, L.I.; William Arthur Chance, G.I. ; 
William Coulson, M.T.; Cyril Cutlack, L.I.; Bal Kishun Dass, G.I. ; 
Herbert Summersell Davis, M.T.; Gaur Mohan Dé, G.I. ; Govind 
Vinayek Deshmukh, L.I.; Bertrand Ward Devas and William Sydney 
Dixon, I.T.; Noel Charles Antoine Edmond Duvivier, M.T.; Frederick 
William Evans, 1.T.; James Marshall Gallatly, M.T.; Charu Chunder 
Ghose, L.I.; William Frederick Gowers, LT.; Abdul Hamid and 
Robert Charles Percy Gerald Harvey, L.I.; Joseph Anthony Cutcliffe 
Highmore, Geoffrey Dudley Hobson, Charles Basil Mortimer Hodgson, 
and Frederick John Vau Der Byl Hopley, I.T.; Donald Lane Ingpen 
and Cawasjee Barjorjee Jassawalla, M.T.; Henry Thomas Jones, 
G.I. ; George Joseph, M.T.; Benazir Jung, I.T.; Edward Herbert 
Keeling, L.f.; Alan Davidson Keith and Panna Lall, G.I.; Victor 
Lloyd-Bostock, I.T.; Saratsai Mallik, G.I. ; Nai Chuan, I.T.; Jal Ardeshir 
Dadabhai Naoroji and Indra Narayan, M.T.; Edward John Baron Oxen- 
ham, G.I.; Thomas Tettrell Phelps, I.T.; Herman Victor Rabagliati, 
L.I.; Robert Rankin, L.T.; David Lester Richardson, L.I.; William 
Hugh Riley-Pearson, G.I.; William Robinow, L.I.; Henry Delacombe 
Roome, M.T. ; Frank Victor Samuel, J.T.; Horace Barnett Samuel, M.'. ; 
Gustavus Charles Francis Schirrmeister, I.T.; Gur Prasada Sinha, G.I. ; 
Cecil Ferguson Smyly, I.T.; George Nathaniel William Thomas, M.T. ; 
Richard Squire Thorne and Charles Venables Vernon, I.T.; Nowroji 
Jehangir Wadia, L.I.; Dan Ifor Williams, M.T.; Edward Dudley Cors- 
caden Wolfe, Henry Buckley William Wynyard, and Percy Alan Year- 
wood, L.I.; Charles Nathan Silver Zeffertt, M.T. 

Out of 115 examined 82 passed. Six candidates were ordered not to be 
admitted for examination again until the Easter examination, 1907. 


ConstituTIoNAL Law (Enciisu anp CotontaL) anp Leoat History. 


Class I.—James Bourne Benson, L.I.; Arthur Cecil Caporn, M.T. 

Class II.—Hormusji Sorabji Captain and Percy Theodore Carden, I.T. ; 
Richard Warren Fowell, Charu Chunder Ghose, Gavin George Halsey, 
and James Johnston, L.I.; John Benjamin Lindenbaum and William 
George Litt, I.T.; Herman Victor Rabagliati, L.I.; Jotindra Kumar Roy 
and Alan Lachlan Gordon Walker, M.T. 

Class III.—Shaikh Masih Uddin Ahmad, M.T.; Mirza Agha Zakir 
Ali, L.I.; Arthur Brian Ashby, I1.T.; Arthur Neville Aston,- L.I. ; 
Mahomed Auzam, M.T.; Humphrey = Ambrose Baker, L.I ; 
Leslie Harry Rupert Barr, M.T.; Antonio Joaquim Basto and Richard 
de Beaumont Beamish, L.I.; Philip G.I.; Thomas 
Herbert Bedford, I.T.; Frank Beverley, M.T.; Richard Walter 
Bradley, I.T.; Frederick Briggs, L.I.; Charles Howard Carpenter, G.L.; 
Kandathil Koshy Chakko, Fernand Edward Christien, and il Herbert 
Edward Chubb, M.T.; William Francis Clarke, L.I.; Hugh Cloudsley 


- and Martin Constant, I.T.; James Robert Coombes, M.T. ; George 


Henry Corringham, L.I. ; Theon Constantine Ootroni and Edgar 
Thorniley Dale, M.T. ; Avancha Vinkata Dass, Rabindranath Datta, and 
Ernest Vidal David, G.I.; Armand Louis D’Emmerez de Charmoy, [.T, ; 
Shanker Yadeorao Deshmukh, L.I.; Harold Easterby, M.T.; John 
Pascoe Elsden, I.T.; Ganeshilal Varma Gaurishanker, M.T.; Nagen- 
dranath Goswami, G.I. ; Oharles Wilton Wood Gree Ro 

Wolstenholme Holland, Edward Hulse, and Henry Percival Hulse, M.T. ; 








Walter Thomas Ivimey and William Edward Berthold Jaffé, I.T.; 
Mirza Ali Reza Khan and Binod Behari Lal, M.T. ; Malcolm 
Kent Leggett, G.I. ; Clifford Michael Lewis, I.T. ; Percy son 
Lewis, Kenneth Mead Macmorran, and Edmund Ronald MacM 
M.T.; Herbert William Malkin, I.T.; Maung Pu, M.T. ; 
David Hewitson McAnally, L.I. ; Rustam Jivangi Modi, M.T. ; 
Watkin Morgan and Nai Chuan, I.T.; Giles Oats, M.T.; William Nugent 
Owen, I.T.; Vithalbai Javerbhai Patel, L.I. ; Thomas William Stainforth 
Paterson, M.T. ; Thomas Tettrell Phelps, I.T.; Kakad Nara Gopala 
Pillai and Hamilton Rivers Pollock, M.T.; Shaikh Abdul Qadir and 
Richard Leopold Reiss, L.I. ; Joe Brook Richardson and Henry Delacombe 
Roome, M'‘I'.; George Gray Russell and Frank Victor Samuel, I.T. ; 
Horace Barnett Samuel, M.T.; William Henry — Sharp, L.T. ; 
Richard Brinsley Cassavetti Sheridan and Innes Harold ,M 
Feriole St. Regis Sarita, L.I.; Charles Herbert Thorpe, 1.T.; Phillip 
King Chin Tyau, M.T.; Nowroji J Wadia, L.I.; | Herbert 
Coleridge Watson, Everard William Willett, and Williamson, 
I.T.; Edward Dudley Corscaden Wolfe, L.I.; Cyril Wood-Hill and 
Harold Oddy Sutcliffe Wright, I.T. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in constitutional law 
and legal history was not awarded. 

The number examined was 135, of whom 93 passed. One candidate 
was ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Easter 
examination, 1907. 


whey 


Evivence, Procepurg (Civi anp Crimunat), anp Ormanat Law. 

Class I.—He: Francis Chettle, G.I.; Austin Lloyd Jones, L.T. ; 
George William Henry Jones, G.I.; Roderick Henry Macleod, M.T. ; 
James Ewart McInnes, G.I.; Joe Brook Richardson, M.T.; Jackson 
Wolfe, L.L 

Class I1.—Maurice Barnett, G.I. ; William James Bees, M.T.; James 
Bourne Benson, L.I.; Arthur Cecil Caporn, Charles Arthur Child, and 
Reginald Edwin Cornwall, M.T. ; Robert Dunstan, G.I. ; Edward Ingham, 
L.I.; William Mortimer Robertson Malherbe and Herbert Phillips, M.T. ; 
Frederick Peel Eldon Leonard Potter, G.I. ; Henry Pelham Rasleigh, L.L.; 
Jotindra Kumar Roy and Edwin Smith, M.T.; Harold Oddy Suteliffe 
Wright, I.T. 

Class II[.—Shaikh Masih Uddin Ahmad, M.T.; Frank Henry Baber, 
I.T.; Maung Bah Soe and Frederick Clifton Barnes, M.T.; Wilfrid 
Alexander Barton, G.I.; Arthur Bryan and Henry Grattan Bushe, M.T. ; 
Patrick Meurice Carleton and Arthur Strettell Carr, G.I. ; Thomas Hessin 
Charles, M.T.; William Francis Olarke, L.I.; Hugh Cloudsley and 
Walter Asheton Paget Critchley, I.T.; Theodore Leslie Crombie, L I. ; 
Avancha Vinkata Dass, G.I.; Edward Senerat Dassenaike, I.T.; Edwin 
Gladstone Davies, M.T.; Venkatesh Trimbakrao Deshmukh and Edward 
Gwynne Eardley-Wilmot, L.I.; Henry Scott Ker Edie, M.T.; Alfred 
Harold Edwards, Sidney Martin Edwards, and Frederick Fenton, I.T. ; 
Clarence George Eugene Fletcher, G.I.; Cnaru Chunder Ghose, L.I. ; 
William George Gillings, M.T.; William Murray Graham and Gavin 
George Halsey, L.I.; Charles Vincent Hawker Helyar, I.T.; Robert 
Wolstenholme Holland, M.T. ; Humfrey Noel Howorth, Harold Morton 
James, Edward Herbert Gunter Jones, and John Griffith Jones, LT. ; 
Fred Kinder, M.T. ; Frederick Oswald Teg I.T. ; Frederick Orlando 
Low and Kenneth Mead Macmorran, M.T. ; agendra Nath Majumdar, . 
G.I.; Herbert William Malkin, I.T.; Maung Pu, M.T.; John Howard 
Molyneux, L.I.; Nai Chuan, I.T. ; Raymond Walter Needham, M.T. ; 
Frederick John Newman, I.'T.; Arthur Henry P ter, M.T.; Vithalbhai 
Javerbhai Patel, L.I.; Francis Westby Perceval and Thomas Tettrell 
Phelps, I.T.; Paul Louis Quillet and Walter James Ramsey, M.T. ; 
Robert Rankin, I.T.; Richard Leopold Reiss, L.I. ; Bernard Richmond, , 
M.T.; Frank Victor Samuel, George William Scott, and William Henry’ 
Cartwright Sharp, I.T.; Joseph Shaw, M.T.; George Thomas, Robert 
Hardy ‘Topham, enry Bernarnd Turle, Harry Calvert Williams Verney,, 
Charles Venables Vernon tay Guy Weber, and Walter H 
Wellsman, I.T.; Edward Micklem interbotham, L.I. ; Emanuel Wright, 


The special prize of £50 for the best examination in evidence, 
procedure, and criminal law was not awarded. Mr. J. Wolfe and Mr, 
R. H. McLeod, in that order, would have been recommended for the prize 
had they not been disqualified by age. 

Of 121 examined 89 passed. 


Fovat Examination. 


Class I. (in order of merit).—Certificates of Honour.—Nripendra Nath 
Sircar, Charles Leonard Fawell, and Alfred John Claxton, L.I. ; Tangutur 
Prakasam, G.I.; Charles Tom Reay, M.T. 

Class II. (in order of merit).—Gerald Francis Carter, G.I.; Robert 
Lewis Waller Byrde, I.'T.; George Ernest Leach and Jacob Ezra Salmon, 
G.I. ; James Bourne Benson, L.I. ; Richard Sidney Ellis, I.T.; Douglas 
Sidney Flemming, L.I.: Cyril Tennant Blakeway and Herbert Sextus 
Harris, 1.T.; William Henry Dillon Bell, M.T. ; Arthur Koberwein 4 Beckett 
Terrell, L.I.; Frank Victor Samuel, LT. ; William Ford Marais, I.T.; 
and Montague Vivian Smith, M.T., equal; Pothireddy ener. Naidu, 
G.I.; Cecil Patrick Blackwell, 1.T.: Henry Edward F » oe 
Oswald Hayward Cooke and William Hubert ty, Lewis, L.T. ; 
Robinson Duerden and Pryce Atwood Clive Kelsey, M.T. ; Charles Mostyn 
Lloyd, I.T.; George Theodore Whitfield Haynes and Roland Edward 
Laurie, M.T.; Harry Cecil Marks, I.T. 

Class III, (in alphabetical order). Bashir Ahmad, L.I. ; 
Charles Ballantine Baker, G.I. ; John Ethelston Eldon Bankes 


BP iascis hissed Bea, E: 


Arthur Oherry, LT. ; 
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Cowcher, G.I. ; Alexander Bewley Cox, M.T.; Arthur Tinley Crosthwaite, 
Edward Senerat Dassenaike, and Torben Ivor de Bille, I.T.; Harold 
Richard de Carteret and Henry Valentine Bache de Satge, M.T.; Joseph 
Emil Eminsang, L.[. ; Harold Marson Farrer, [.T.; Arthur Harold Forbes 
and Charles John David Freeth, M.T.; Syed Noorul Huque and Ahmed 
Kareem, L.I ; Joseph Robert Kenyon, I.T.; James Charles Patrick 
Kinsman, L.I. ; Percy Algernon Lynch, I.T.; Hem Chandra Majumdar, 
G.I.; Abram Johannes Marais, I.T.; Stephen Joseph Meaney, M.T. ; 
Marie René Merandon, G.I.; Mohamed Moazzam-Ali, L.I.; Frederick 
William Morley, I.T.; Kesav Lal Mukerjee and Giles Oats, M.T.; John 
Millar Ormond, Howell Owen, James Paterson, William Watkin Phillips, 
and Coleman Phillipson, I.T.; Nathu Ram, G.I ; Lewis Walter Ritch, 
L.I.; Frank Rowland and Peter San Hla Aung, G.I.; Alfred Felix 
Schuster, L.I.; Charles Paley Scott, I.T. ; Ronald Herbert Smith, M.T. ; 
Henry Aldwin Guildford Sprigg, L.I. ; Francis Charles Thompson, M.T. ; 
Thomas Usher, I.T.; Philip Walton, L.I.; Cornelius Jansen Weilbach, 
Edwin Charles Willoughby, and Michael Nathaniel Bright Wilson, M.T. 
The number examined was 117, of whom 85 passed. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvpents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Oct. 30.—Chairman, Mr. H. T. 
Thomson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House regrets the 
decision in Williams v. North’s Navigation Collieries (1889) (Limited) (1906, 
A. C. 136).’"” Mr. W.8. Fitton opened in the affirmative, Mr. Pleadwell 
seconded in the affirmative; Mr. D. J. Kennedy opened in the negative, 
Mr. H. M. Myers seconded in the negative. The following members con- 
tinued the debate : Messrs. Weller, Blackwell, Waterson, Rendell, 
Blagden, Dowding, Bartlett, and Hall. The motion was lost by ten votes. 


Nov. 6.—Chairman, Mr. G. C. Blagden.—The subject for debate was: 
“* That this House, viewing with uneasiness the growing unrest in British 
India, is of opinion that a measure of self-government should now be 
granted.”” Mr. Findlay opened in the affirmative; Mr. F. B. Aglionby 

ed in the negative. e following members continued the debate : 

essts. Bartlett, Vosper, Pleadwell, Taynton, Harston, Bretherton, 

Croom Johnson, Dowding, and Hill. The motion was lost by eleven 
votes 


BremixoaamM Law Srvupents’ Sociery.—Oct. 23.—Mr. J. G. Hurst, 
barrister, in the chair.—The following moot point was discussed : 
** Mrs. Jones, a married woman living with her husband, ordered articles 
of dress from Messrs. Thomas & Co. with her husband’s express authority. 
She gave Thomas & Co. her married name, but they did not know that she 
was at that time a married woman. Can Thomas & Co. recover from Mrs. 
Jones the price of the articles supplied ?’’ The speakers for the affirmative 
were Messrs. J. J. Pritchard, C. 34 Morgan, H. W. Jagger, B.A., and W. 
Kentish, and for the negative Messrs. F. H. Viney, B.A., W. W. Green, 
A. J. Gateley, G. A. Baker, and A. R. O’Connor. After the openers on 
both sides had replied, the chairman summed up, and the voting resulted as 
follows: For the affirmative, ten ; for the negative, seven. A vote of thanks 
to the chairman concluded the meeting. 








Legal Studies in the University of 
London. 


Tue Faculty of Law of the University of London have recently established 
a system of Inter-collegiate Lectures in Law at the University College, 
King’s College, and the London School of Economics, the main idea of 
which, is that instead of the law teaching overlapping at these institutions, 
as it hitherto has done, only certain subjects of the curriculum should be 
dealt with at each institution. The inaugural lecture was delivered at 
King’s College on Wednesday last, by Sir Tuomas Ratzicn, the Lord 
Chief Justice being in the chair. Among those present were Lord Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, Messrs. John Cutler, K.C., Blake Odgers, K.C., English 
ison, K.C., Sir John Macdonell, and Sir Albert Rollit, M.P. But, as 
shewing the little interest taken in legal education, the attendance, beyond 
those named, was 7 scanty, although the principal of the college stated 
that an invitation been sent to every judge on the bench and every 
teacher of law in London. 

The subject announced for the lecture was ‘‘ Legal Studies in the 
University of London,’’ but the lecturer said next to nothing on this subject. 
He gave an interesting historical account of the Inns of Court and of the 
genesis of the Council of Legal Education, and wound up by saying that 
the teachers in law ought to be represented on the Council of — uca- 
tion, that the Inns of Court ought to take an interest in every where 

get any part of their training, and that the old collegiate 
of the Inns of Court ought to be revived. 

The Lozp Cuter Justice a vote of thanks to the lecturer, and 
made a few general remarks. in so doing he expressed himself entirel 
against abolishing the distinction between barristers and solicitors whic 
had been incidentally mentioned by the lecturer. He also said that in bis 
opinion — education ought to be supplementary to and not to supersede 

ucation, but that there was too little recognition of the value of 
scientific study of the law, which he thought ought to precede the study of 


: 


ll 


I 


the practical branch. He expressed himeelf in favour of a large recogni- 
tion of legal studies at the universities, but said that it was the distinct 
province of the Inns of Court and the Law Society to see that a man 


fit for the practice of the legal profession. 








Legal Affairs in 1857. 


EXTRACTS FROM THE ISSUE OF THE SoLiciroRs’ JOURNAL FOR THE 
7TH OF NOVEMBER, 1857. 


Tne ComMpLeTIon or THE First Votume or THE Soticrrors’ JOURNAL. 


‘‘ This day completes the first volume of our Journal ; and, having thus 
accomplished the earliest stage of our career, it may not be unreasonable 
to request our readers to review our past labours, to observe the principles 
on which we have proceeded, and to consider well whether they approve 
of what we have done and propose to do, to carry into effect the design 
of the founders of the Soxicrrors’ JournaL. We think it will be conceded 
that the object of such a publication would not be answered by merely 
writing so as to convince solicitors that they have rights to defend, claims 
to urge, and grievances that demand redress. Our only useful aim must 
be to convince the public, and, especially, to obtain the attention of those 
leading organs of the press by which the public mind is influenced. Now, 
in order to do this, it is important that we should endeavour to look at 
every subject of discussion with a broad und impartial view. We must 
neither ourselves forget nor omit to remind our readers of the truth 
enunciated at the late meeting held at Manchester, that lawyers were 
made for society, and not society for lawyers. The maxim that the 
interests of the profession and of the public are identical is, we believe, 
well founded. It has been adopted and constantly repeated in every 
declaration of the principles of this Journal, and we assume that all our 
readers assent to it as a general rule, and would be prepared, even at the 
cost of some immediate sacrifice, to acquiesce in any fair application of it 
to a particular case.”’ 

Tue Previmimary Examination. 


‘On the 3rd ult. we published a report of the Incorporated Law Society, 
stating that that body had resolved to recommend to the judges to 
authorise an examination, either before or during articles, or before 
admission, in Latin, French, &c., and that a memorial to that effect had 
been prepared. It appears that this announcement has created much 
unnecessary @ . It has been suggested that clerks already articled 
would fall within the scope of the proposed regulation, and thus would be 
compelled to submit themselves to an unexpected and perilous ordeal. 
We confidently affirm that there is no ground whatever for such an appre- 
hension. It would be unjust and opposed to all precedent to give to such 
a rule any but a prospective operation. Common sense, without authority, 
is sufficient to decide this point.”’ 

A Frencu Case. 

‘< The article in the penal code which provides for the punishment of the 
crime of adultery is by no means allowed to remain a dead letter on the 
statute book. A case which came last week before the Tribunal of Correc- 
tional Police forms a good illustration of this. It is rendered more 
interesting by the rather novel plea which the guilty parties urged in 
mitigation of punishment. The defendants were both young, and belonged 
to the middle class of society. There was no attempt to deny their guilt, 
which, indeed, was fully proved. In extenuation of their offence it was 
stated that some years ago they had conceived a violent passion for each 
other, and were engaged to married, but that family misfortunes 
prevented their union, and that the woman married another; that after 
a while they no met, and, their ion reviving, the woman, who was 
not happy with her husband, left him to join her lover, and had ever since 
lived with the latter, having a child by him. The Tribunal, unmoved by 
this romance in real life, condemned the woman to six months’ imprison- 
ment, and the man to three. The latter was also fined in the sum of one 
hundred francs.” 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Stoney Francis Sr. Jenmary Sreapman, solicitor, of the firm of 
Mesers. Steadman, Van Praagh, & Gaylor, of 4, Suffolk -Street, Pall 
Mall East, S.W., has been appointed a Commissioner of the Supreme Court 
of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope and also a Commissioner of the 
Province of New Brunswick. 

Lord Macnacuren has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable Society 
of Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Sir Edward Clarke, 
K.C.; Mr. Cxcr, Rveseit has been appointed to succeed Lord Macnaghten 
as Master of the Library ; Lord Justice Cozens-Hanpy has been appointed 
Dean of the Chapel; Mr. Pempnoxe Sreruens, K.C., Keeper of the Black 
Books ; and Sir Henazy Girvarv, K.C., Master of the Walks. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Daviy Atvext Davies and Cuantes Osman Warp, solicitors (Davies & 
Ward), Hove, Sussex. Nov. 1. The said business will be continued 
by the said Charles Osman Ward at 2, Church-road, Hove, under the 
style or firm of C. Osman Ward. [ Gazette, Oct. 26. 

Wuuasm Aurave Campnert, Samuen Bromizy Gannanp, and Joun 
Ranvotru Anrnony, solicitors (Campbell & Garrard), Worcester. So far 
as concerns the said William Arthur bell ; the said Samuel Bromley 
Garrard and John Randolph Anthony will continue the said practice under 
the style or firm of Garrard & Anthony. (Gazette, Nov, 6. 
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Information Required. 


Exten Ricnarpson.—Wanted, evidence as the contents of a settlement 
made in or about the year 1870 by Mrs. Ellen Richardson, formerly Miss 
Ellen Draper, on her marriage with the late Captain James Fuller, of which 
the trustees were John Thomas Wimperis, formerly of 25, Sackville-street, 
Piccadilly, W., and Robert Campbell, formerly of 7, Claverton-street, 
Pimlico, 8.W., both deceased. Communications to be addressed to Messrs. 
Lee & Pembertons, No. 41, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 





General. 


We are requested to announce that the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks 
Association intend holding their annual Bohemian concert at the Holborn 
Restaurant (King’s Hall) on Wednesday, the 28th of November next, when 
the council hope that a large number of managing clerks and their friends 
will be present. The president of the association, Mr. Geo. J. Offer, will 
occupy the chair, and the guests invited to support him include one of his 
Majesty’s judges and several barristers and solicitors. An excellent 
musical programme is being arranged. 

On circuit last year, says Harper's Weekly, Justice Harlan created con- 
siderable merriment in a Western court, A learned counsel was 
the question as to what circumstances constituted an “‘ accident,”’ and was 
offering instances of what he considered would properly come within that 
term and what would not, on the other hand. ‘‘ Suppose, your honour,”’ 
said he, ‘‘ someone were to hit me in the eye, making it black in conse- 
quence. The fact of its becoming black could not be called an accident.’’ 
‘“‘ Perhaps not,’’ suggested Harlan with a chuckle, ‘“‘ but you would doubt- 
less explain it on that ground.” 


Lord Thring and Lord Kinnear, says the Evening Standard, keep their 
birthdays this week-end. The former is eighty-eight, the latter seventy- 
three. Lord Thring was a popular and wealthy barrister more than half a 
century ago. In 1861 he was appointed counsel to the Home Office, and 
later he was Parliamentary counsel to the Government. His barony was 
a creation of 1886, and it becomes extinct on Lord Thring’s death, as 
there is no heir. Lord Kinnear has likewise no heir, and his title will con- 
sequently meet with a similar fate. Lord Kinnear was a judge in the 
Court of Session of Scotland for more than a quarter of a century. 


A meeting to consider the question of secret commissions was held on 
the 31st ult. at the Cannon-street Hotel, presided over by Lord Fortescue, 
at which representatives of various professions and trades were present. 


provisions of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1906, and to bring to 
the notice of traders and public bodies the requirements of the law, which, 
it is believed, will have the effect of preventing and minimizing the evils 
due to the prevalence of illicit commissions. It is —— to convene a 
public meeting shortly in London, when the Act will be fully explained 
and the association formally started. 


A woodcutter in the service of a convent was, says the Evening Standard, 
on his trial at Salzburg, in Austria, for stealing, and the evidence of Sister 
Celestine, one of the nuns, was material. She, however, refused to attend 
the court on the ground of her vows, which forbade her to allow herself to 
be seen by men. An appeal to the Archbishop of Salzburg elicited the 
reply that only the Pope himself could release the sister from her vows, 
so arrangements were made, says the Vienna correspondent of the Ezpress, 
for the nun to be examined in the convent. The judge and the counsel 
were accommodated in the visitors’ room, while Sister Coolestine, supported 
by the abbess, took her place behind a curtain so that she could be heard 
but not seen. The sister then underwent an examination and cross- 
examination, and on her evidence the man was condemned to two months’ 
imprisonment. 


The eleventh edition of May's Parliamentary Practice, edited, at the 
request of Sir Courtenay Ilbert, by Mr. T. L. Webster, the Second Clerk 
Assistant of the House of Commons, and Mr. W. E. Grey, one of the 
senior Committee Clerks, is, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 
Times, now ready for issue. Since 1893, when the late Sir Reginald 
Palgrave revised and, in no small degree, remodelled the work in order to 
bring it quite up to date for the purposes of the tenth edition, important 
changes have been made in the hours of sitting and the methods of business 
in the Lower Chamber, notably those effected by Mr. Balfour’s procedure 
scheme of 1902, and those adopted by the present Government in conse- 
quence of the recommendations of Sir Henry Fowler’s Procedure Com- 
mittee, which is still in existence. These have been incorporated in the 
eleventh edition. 

The interesting question whether a Governor, having once granted a 
pardon to a criminal, may revoke the same after the lapse of years, has, 
says the Albany Law Journal, arisen in the State of Washington. From 
the facts of the case in point, it appears that some years ago a man was 
sentenced to life imprisonment for the murder of a girl. His health failed, 
and upon the advice of physicians who said that he had only a few months 
to live at best, the Governor yielded to importunities of relatives and 
friends of the convict and granted a pardon, in order that the prisoner 
might die decently at home. But instead of dying the pardoned man 
speedily got well, whereupon the Governor revoked the pardon and ordered 
the man back to prison. Morally, perhaps, there can be no doubt that 
the Governor's action was entirely proper, but legally there is a more 
serious question. The lower courts sustained the action of the Governor ; 


and the murderer and his lawyers are now fighting it out in the higher 


Upon the magistrates their seats at Kilmersdon police-court last 
week, the chairman, Lord Hylton, said before the business of the court 
commenced that day he wished, on behalf of his brother magistrates and 
himself, to give public expression to the deep sense of regret which they 
all felt at the resignation of Mr. Daniel, who for forty-two years had so 
ably and zealously fulfilled the duties of clerk to the magistrates of that 
bench. They should have wished to have been able to have publicly 
presented Mr. Daniel with what had been done privately, afte nie Pong 
continued meritorious services, but the state of his health at present, 
which he (the chairman) hoped would only be 
taking part in any public function, and they must ask their clerk to kindly 
be their medium in expressing to Mr. Daniel their 
for his long service to that court. He did not think he need add 
more than to observe that the had already privately endea 
to convey to Mr. Daniel what they all felt in the t instance. On 
behalf of the members of the bench, Lord Hylton privately presented 
Mr. Daniel with a massive solid silver inkstand. On the plate is engraved : 
‘* Presented to George Alfred Daniel, Esq., forty-two years Clerk to the 
Justices of the Kilmersdon Division, as a tribute of respect and esteem.” 
On each side of the ink vessel are ved the names of the 
as follows: Hylton, chairman; W: ve, De Blaquiere, E 
E. F. Broderip, W. A. Daubeny, H. 8. er 2 J. F. F. Horner, E. 
Porter, J. H. Shore, J. D. C. Wickham, J. Batey, and R. 
September, 1906. 

Mr, A. J. Spencer writes to the Zimes on the Land Tenure Bill as 
follows: ‘‘In his s to the farmers at Thame Market on October 16 
I observe that Lo is reported in the Zimes as having 
that there is practically no recommended by the Land Tenure Bill 
but what is already done on well-managed estates. I submit that there 
are several things provided by the Bill which would not be sanctioned or 
done on any well-managed estate and which I humbly submit are inequit- 
able and not in the true interests of agriculture—¢.g., 1. On no well- 
managed estate would a tenant of his own free will be permitted to make 
any improvements he fancies, including such improvements as might 
entirely alter the nature of the farm, as by turning an arable farm into a 
fruit and vegetable farm with glasshouses, &c., and to charge the landlord 
with the value thereof at the end of the (see section 1 of the Bill). 
2. On no well-managed estate where the po ome sporting is reserved would 
a tenant be permitted to ask a party of to shoot hares and rabbits 
over his farm when and as often as he pleased, possi 
and over the same ground where the landlord proposed to shoot his 
partridges or pheasants (see section 3). %. On no well 
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courts, 


- estate 
would a tenant to whom, for whatever cause, notice to quit my ey given 
of 


| be allowed compensation for having to quit on the 
It was decided to form an association to promote the enforcement of the | 
| to be given in the case of ‘capricious’ ‘disturbance 


(see section 5). A point seems to be made that such com tion is only 
‘ t is there any 
tenant who receives notice to quit who does not think that he is ‘ capri- 
ciously’ disturbed? On the other hand, does a landlord in his senses 
ever ‘ capriciously’ get rid of a good farm tenant ?”’ 

A Bill for the abolition of the death penalty, which was, says the Paris 
correspondent of the Daily ye te by the 
Republic, is to be laid before Parliament. Pu 
takably set its face against the death penalty, and this in spite of the fact 
that murders and murderous assaults have been growing alarmingly 
frequent. It is noteworthy that even men like M. Goron, who was for 
some time head of the Criminal Detective Me agree bey M. Jaume, 
who was its chief inspector, are not opposed to step which the Govern- 
ment is taking. M. Jaume frankly sa: 
the guillotine as of their victims. 


is all over in three minutes. They do not cling to life, nor have they 
thought for the next world; the sole consideration, if they drift to the 
scaffold, is to make a plucky show. As, however, crime is increasing with 
terrific rapidity, the penalties which are to be substituted for 
punishment ought to be made extremely severe. The scale of ties 
ought to be accentuated. Criminals rather like being to New 
edonia, and it is to solitary confinement that the authorities should 
turn. M. Goron also considers that the right solution would be life-long 
imprisonment in a cell which the criminal would have no hope of leaving. 
He should not be allowed to see his companions, though an occasional 
visit of the latter might be a salutary lesson tothem. With all his experi- 
ence, M. Goron can ly cite a case in which fear of the guillotine has 
seme crime, He seems, however, ready to admit that murders have 
creased with the amount of shewn. During the eight years of 
his office as chief of the Criminal ve Department he attended 
twenty-two executions in Paris. M. Grévy was accused of 
inclined to on, but even during gat of pa several heads = - 
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Carnot rarely availed himself of his of but since 
presidents have been more clement. us M. Loubet rarely refused to 
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Mr. Justice 
Date Joyce. 
Monday, Nov............12 Mr. Pemberton Mr. 
Tuesday ........0-000+....13 Carrington 
Wednesday coos 48 Pemberton 
Thursda: 15 Carrington 


Pemberton 
Carrington 


High Court of Justice——King’s Bench 


King 
Church 


King 
Church 





Mr. Justice 
Swixrex Eapy. Warrinetox. 


MicwHarEtmas Sittincs, 1906. 
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Two of his Majesty's Judges, not yet selected, will attend the Novermber and December 


Sessions of the Central Criminal Court. 


Northern 


Circuit 


Chambers 


Nisi Prius 


Midland 


Cireuit 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 
Mr.W. Leach Mr. Beal 
Greswell R. Leach 
W. Leach Farmer 
Greswell Godfrey 
W. Leach Carrington 
Greswell Pemberton 
Division. 
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19 N.E, Circuit 


N.E. Circuit 
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Nisi Prius 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1906, 
(Continued from p. 16.) 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


For Hearine. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 


1905. 

Oravia—1904—Folio 438 The Owners of the Steamship Nereus and the 
Owners of the Cargo now or lately therein v The Owners of the 
Steamship Oravia appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated Feb 1, 1905 Feb 24 

Cambrian Monarch—1905—Folio 509 The Clyde Shipping Co ld and ors y 
the Owners of the Cambrian Monarch, her cargoand freight appl of pltffs 
from judgt of the President and Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 
5, 1905 May 4 

Chaucer—1905—Folio 213 The Owners of Steamship Highland Mary v The 
Owners of Steamship Chaucer (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 15, 1905 May 10 

Alleghany—1905—Folio124 The Owners of Steamship Stelling and freight 
v The Owners of Steamship Alleghany and freight (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of the President, dated May 11, 1905 May 26 

1906 





Vestal—1905—Folio 381 The General Steam Navigation Co ld and ors y 
| The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel Vestal (damage) appl of 
| pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Jan 23, 1906, and 
| _ cross-notice by defts, dated Feb 2, 1906, to vary judgt Jan 30 

| Clare Cumming—1905—Folio 337 The Owners of Steamship Chatham 
and ors v The Owners of Steamship Clare Cumming and her freight 
(damage) appl of defts from judgt of the President, dated Dec 9, 1905 
Feb 5 


| Tactician—1905—Folio 427 Owners of SS Leander v Owners of 88 
Tactician (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave 
Deane, dated Jan 16,1906 Feb 19 

Petunia—1906—Folio 50 Owners of SS Domingo v Owners of SS Petunia 
(salvage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated Feb 28, 1906 March 6 

Bremen—1905—Folio 458 Owners of SS Lucigen v Owners of SS Bremen 
(salvage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated Feb 28, 1906 March 7 

Anselm—1905—Folio 457 The Owners of a portion of cargo lately laden 
on board the Steamship Cyril v The Owners of Steamship Anselm 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated March 28, 1906 April 9 

Cournavon—1906—Folio 4 Owners of SS Whitby v Owners of 8S 
Cournavon appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated April 9, 1906 June 12 

Thetis—1906—Folio 328 Owners of SS Snipe v Owners of Barque Thetis 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated June 
22, 1906 July 18 

Bellanock—1906—Folios 8 and 146 (consolidated) Owners of SS Canning 
v Owners of SS Bellanock appl of pltffs from judgt of the President, 
dated July 2, 1906 July 20 

Duchesse-de-Bery—1906—Folio 247 The Owners of SS Waterland v 
Owners of SS Duchesse-de-Bery appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr, 
Justice Bargrave Deane July 30 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

Hopper No 66—1906—Folio 34 (1905—J—2,364 Liverpool) Sir John 
Jackson 1d v The Owners of SS Blanche and ors appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Dec 21, 1905 Jan 17 

Hibernian—1906—Folio 142 Tasker & Cov Allen Bros &Co appl of pltffs 
from judgt of the Divisional Court, dated May 16, 1906 May 25 

Andre Theodare—1905—Folio 37 Louvet and ors v Proceeds of Sale of 
the Sailing Veesel Andre Theodare (wages) appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated May 14, 1906 July 3 

Manor—1906—Folio 278 The Manor 8S Co ld v The Dowgate SS Co ld 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Aug 11, 
1906 Aug 22 

Vassilakis—1905—Folio 255 Mongo Doresd & Co v The Owners of 
Steamship Vassilakis (necessaries) appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Aug 11, 1906 Aug 28 

Kate—1906—Folio 231 Bellamy’s Wharf ld, Owners of the Barque Kate 
and Owners of her cargo (pltffs) and the London and India Docks Co 
(defts) and the Tyser Line ld, third parties (damage) appl of defts 
against third parties from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated 
July 30, 1906 Aug 29 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1906, 


| Kellett v Stockport Corpn appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, da Jan 23,1906, at trial before Mr Justice 





Walton and a special jury, Manchester Feb 1 
Harrod v Bucknall Steamship Lines 1d Warren v Same (consolidated — 
actions) appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
Justice Lawrance 


and judgt, dated Feb 14, 1906, at trial before Mr 
j Feb 22 
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urray v Bushell appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
Peet and judgt, ated Feb 16, 1908, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a special jury, Middlesex (s o for appointment of legal 
representatives, May 18, 1906) March 7 
Manning v London and North-Western Railway Co appln of pitff for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 5, 1906, 
at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, Manchester March 9 
Sewell v Nat Telephone Cold appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 14, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex March 21 
Trueman v Williams and ors appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on 
app! from verdict and judgt, dated March 22, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence and a special jury, Oardiff (security ordered) 
April 12 
Mitchell v Pollard appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 2, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 18 
Furniss v Cambridge Daily News ld and Taylor appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 2, 1906, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex May 15 
McManus v Fortescue & Branson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 14, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex May 22 
Edmondson v Birch & Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 30, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex June 2 
Wood (Widow) v East Ham District Council appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 24, 1906, at 
trial before The Lord Chief Justice anda special jury, Middlesex June 7 
Good v Kempson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May :28, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Middlesex June 8 
Helsby v Oliver Typewriter Co ld & A H Gardiner and Pfeuninger v Same 
appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated April 27, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, 
Salford Division of County of Lancaster (consolidated by order) June 8 
Grant v Mouillot applnof deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 28, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore 
and a special jury, Middlesex June 9 
Maxadlers v London Coliseum 1d appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 28, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bray, jury discharged, Middlesex June 23 
Lanning v Davy & Salter appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated June 18, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex June 28 
Annie Davies (Spinster) v Michell app!n of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 8, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Jelf and a common jury, Carmarthen June 28 
Bruce v T A Welton and anr appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 23, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Phillimore and a special jury, Middlesex July 10 
D D Williams and Ellen Williams, his wife v Talysarn Salt Quarries ld 
appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated June 11, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Sutton and a common 
jury, Carnarvon July 11 
H A Hope v Sir WC Leng & Oo (Sheffield Telegraph Co ld) appln of 
pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
June 22, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, 
Middlesex July 11 
Hannah Jones (Widow) v Richard Dukes Hadley appln of deft for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 20, 1906, at 
trial before Mr Justice Sutton and a special jury, Mold July 12 
White v Thomas appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from ver- 
dict and judgt, dated July 6, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and 
a special jury, Lewes July 20 
Harris v The Gloucester Railway Carriage Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 12, 1906, at trial 
— Mr Commissioner Amphlett, KC, and a special jury, Gloucester 
uly 20 
Loosemore vy Murch appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 2, 1906, at trial before the Lord Chief 
Justice aud a special jury, Exeter (security ordered) July 24 
Allen (trustee ot Property of H. Goldblatt, a bankrupt) v Max Fisher 
appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated July 12, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a special 
jury, Middlesex July 24 
Mitchell v Allen and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 7, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
A T Lawrence and a common jury, Winchester July 26 
Lloyd’s Banking Co ld v Cooke and ors appln of pltffs for j or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jaly 13, 1906, at before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Hertford Aug 1 
Scott and ors v Marshall and anr appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 17, 1906, at trial before the 
Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 1 
Farley v Martin & Co appin of dette of defts for ju ct or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 31, 1906, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, London Aug 1 
Jones v Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co a = of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated uly 31, 1906, at before 
Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, West Derby Division of the County 
of Lancaster Aug 8 


verdict and judgt, dated July 31, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 9 

Fairbrass v Coplans appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 16, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex Aug 10 

Glinseretti v Rickards appln of deft for jndet or new trial on appl fom 
verdict and judgt, dated July 31, 1906, at trial before Mr Jus 
Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex Aug 10 

Haley v Polack appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated h 22, 1906, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice 
and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 13 

Hoyes and anr v Lady Tate and ors a of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 9, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special iwy, Middlesex Aug 13 

J Jones and ors v Simpson SS Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 9, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Sutton and a — jury, Glamorgan Aug 21 

Hodges & Walliker ld v The Barry Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and jndgt, dated July 28, 1906, at trial before 
Mr Justice Sutton and a special jury, Glamorgan Aug 22 


H Moulis v C Owen appln of deft for judgt or new on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Aug 2, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 


and a common jury, Middlesex Aug 23 

Macdonald v John Booth & Son appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 17, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Leeds Aug 25 

J Nelson & Sons ld v Nelson Line (Liverpool) ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 11, 1906, at trial 
before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 27 

L Gueret ld v Lockets Merthyr Collieries (1894) ld appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 7, 1906, at 
t before Mr Justice Sutton and a s jury, Glamorgan (Com- 
mercial List) Aug 29 

Holmes (married woman) v Lord Mayor, & of Leeds appl of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and jndst, dated Aug 8, 1906, 
at trial before Mr Commissioner Pickford, KO, and a common jury, 
Leeds Sept 6 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
eunen “x List.) 


In re an Arbtn between Croasdell & Cammell, Laird & Cold applofS T 
Croasdell from judgt of Justices Kenn: and A T Lawrence, dated 
May 14, 1906 (from Final List, by order of July 31, 1906) May 17 

Fieldings v Main (Wyon, clmt) appl of clmt from order of Mr 

Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 3, 1906 (s o until after trial of Probate 

Action, by order of Aug 10, 1906) Aug 8 

The Plymouth Co-operative and Industrial Soc ld v Traders Publishing 

Assoc and The Argus Printing Co applof defts The Argus Printin 

Co from orderof Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 8, 1906 (by Leow 

Aug 9 

Croger v Croger and Rimer & Co appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 

Phillimore, dated Aug 3,1906 Aug 9 

The James Tucker 8S Co id v Lamport & Holt appl of deft from order 

of Mr Justice Walton, dated July 30, 1906 (Commercial List) Aug 14 

In the Matter of the Light Railways Act, 1896, and In the Matter of an 

Arbn between W Austen and the County Council of Middlesex appl of 

the County Council of Middlesex from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 

dated Aug 9, 1906 Aug 14 

E Daigle v The London General Omnibus Co ld app! of pltff from order 

or Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 9, 1906 Aug 15 

In the Matter of the Light Railways Act, 1896, and In the Matter of an 

Arbtn between ld and the County Council of Middlesex appl 

of the Middlesex County Council from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 

dated Aug 8, 1906 Aug 17 

Baker v Schray appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 

Aug 9, 1906 Aug 20 

Palmer v Beach appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 

Aug 7, 1906 Aug 25 

Blackwell Colliery Co v West Ham Union appl of defts from order of Mr 

Justice Lawrance, dated Aug 8, 1906 Aug 31 

Townend and anr v Rhodes and H Bottomley appl of deft H Bottomley 
from order of Mr Justice Sutton, dated Aug 15, 1906 1 

Mayor, &c, of the City of London v Klarhoffer appl of deft D Klartrofer 
in person from order of Mr Justice Sutton, diated Aug 28, 1906 Sept 4 

Hawkes v Pakeman — of deft W Hawkes in person from order of Mr 

Justice Sutton, dated Aug 23, 1906 Sept 4 

Birmingham District and Counties Co ld v King and anr spel of 

defts from order of Mr Justice Sutton, dated Sept 8, 1 Sept 1 

Standt & Co v Bunker’s' Hill Mill Cold appl of defts from order of Mr 

Justice Sutton, dated Sept 7, 1906 Sept 

Simpson v Cross & Hadida appl of deft Hadida from order of Mr Justice 

Sutton, dated Sept 13, 1906 Sept 26 

Morley v Charles | appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Sutton, dated 

Sept 20, 1906 Sept 

B v Emerson andors appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice Sutton, 

dated Sept 24,1906 Oct8 Same v Everson appl of pltff from order 

of Mr Justice Sutton, dated Sept 24,1906 Oct 8 

In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 





Laurance v Notaras appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 





From Country Courts. 
906. 
Brooks v Linl Co ld of from award of County 
Court (N ire, N wo athe Feb 15,1906 March 7 (so 
to comm with CC J) 





36 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Nov. 10, 1906, 








Darlington v Roscoe & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Leigh), dated April 27, 1906 May 10 

Thompson v W & T Avery ld appl of respts from award of County 

* Court (Yorkshire, Leeds), dated May 4, 1906 May 23 

W Thornton & Sons v James McArthur appl of respt from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated May 4, 1906 (security 
ordered) May 24 

Chappell v West Ham Gas Co appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Surrey, Croydon), dated May 8, 1906 May 28 

Gardham Wrott v Trustees for the Undertakers of the Navigation of 
the Rivers Aireand Calder appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Goole), dated May 15,1906 May 31 

Ba 1 v Levenstein ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Liverpool), dated May 21,1906 June 1 

Leech and ors v Isaac Thorp & Sons ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Manchester), dated May 18,1906 June7 

Beckwith v Edmonton Union appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Edmonton and Wood Green) dated June 1, 1906 

Morgan v T'ydfil Engineering and Ship Repairing Co 1d (Glamorganshire, 
Cardiff) June 27 

Gwauncaergurwen Colliery Cov William Davies appl of respt from award 
of County Court (Glamorgan, Neath), dated Jane 15, 1906 July 4 
Same v William Morgan appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Glamorgan, Neath), dated June 15, 1906 July 4 

James Moreton v James Reeve appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated June 13, 1906 July 4 

Groom v The Stanton Iron Works Co ld appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Derbyshire, Ilkeston), dated June 22, 1906 (security 
ordered) July 9 

Harrison v Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated June 20, 1906 
July 11 

Nicholson v Piper appl of applicant from award of County Court (Kent, 
Greenwich), dated July 6, 1906 (security ordered) July 21 

Rees v Barry Ry Co appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Barry), dated July 10, 1906 July 23 

Michael Dwyer v The Coaling Syndicate appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Surrey, Southwark), dated July 3, 1906 (security 
ordered) July 24 

Brooker (Widow) v Warren appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Gloucestershire, Cheltenbam), dated July 19, 1906 Aug 7 

Handford v G Clark & Co appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated July 25,1906 Aug 8 

Clark (Widow) and ors v Moore appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated July 30,1906 Aug 9 

Stanland v The North-Eastern Steel Cold appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Yorkshire, Middlesborough), dated July 23, 1906 
Aug ll 

Timbrell v Parkinson appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Westminster), dated July 25, 1906 Aug 13 

Williams v The Urban District Council of Tavistock appl of applicant 
from award of County Court (Devonshire, Tavistock), dated July 28, 
1906 Aug 18 

Martha Rawnsley v W Ellis & Co appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Brompton), dated Aug 3, 1906 Aug 18 

John and Thomas T Brown v W Dawson appl of applicants from award 
of County Court (Durham, West Hartlepool), dated Aug 3, 1906 
Aug 24 

James Wynne v Sir Raylton Dixon & Co appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Middlesbrough), dated Aug 20, 1906 Sept 3 

Southward (Widow) v Oxhey’s Cotton Spinning and Manufacturing Co ld 
app! of applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Preston), 
dated Sept 4, 1906 Sept 21 

T O Evans and F E Evans (his wife) appl of applicant from award of 
Court (Middlesex, City of London Court), dated Sept 14, 1906 Oct 5 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to Oct 15, 1906 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Nov. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep 1s Cuaxcery. 

Casgatzs Corrge Syapicare, Laurrep (1x Liqvuipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 15, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to B. W. Outram, 18, Walbrook. liquidator 

Corwicx Fuesrrvex Mawsvractuszrs, Limiten—Creditors are required, on or before 
Nov 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
ts Waiter Juho Barton, Bentinck bidgs, Wheeler gat», Nottingham, liquidator 

Coorzes, Marxix, & Lawsox, Linitep ~Petn for winding up, presented Oct 25, directed 
to be heard Nov 13. Moore, 26, Regent st, Waterloo pl, solor for petnr. Notice 

must reach the above-named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of 


Nov 12 

F. EB. Eiiis0x, Liutrzp—Peta for winding up, presented Oct 30, directed to be heard at 
the Guildhall. Small st, Bristol, on Nov 16, at 12. Barry & Harris, Bristol, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 15 

G. W. Bai. & Co, Lanirep (1» Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or b fore Dec 6, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. E. 
Babery an4 G. ¥. Lodder, 17, Newhall st, Birminzham, liquidators 

Mo.sxoes Co, Lauren (1% Liquipatios) — tore are required, on or before Nov 22, to 
send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James J. 


addrenses, 
Greealaw, 2), Mark lane, liquidator 
Moon Cottizer Co, Lauirep (1x Liquivation)—Creditors are require4, on 
or before Nov 30, to send their names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or 


¢aims, to Tom BroadbeaA, Bond st, Dewsbury, liq 





Vawity Fair, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Beaumont & Son, 93 
Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liquidator . 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 6. 
Luorep m CHancrry. 


Axoio-Raesisn Syxpicate, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Alfred John Hall, 120, Dashwood house, New Broad st. Christopher & 
Cornhill, solors to liquidator 

Anxrietp Prax Gas Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Chas. Perey 
63, Bondgate, Alnwick, liquidator : 

Arxe ty Bsoruers, Liairep —Petn for winding up, presented Nov 1, directed to be heard 

ov 20. Davis & Co, Liverpool, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Noy 19 

“Birxam Woop”’ Sarr Co, Linireo—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 2, directed to 
be heard at the Court-house, Victoria st, Liverpool, Nov 16, at 10. Lightbound & Gy 
Liverpool, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 15 

“Fovkestone CuronicLe’’ Newspaper Syspicate, Limirep—Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 6, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William James Mason, Bank chmbrs, Folkestone, liquidator 

Faiswewu, Lintreo (1x Liqguipatios)— Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H, 
Andrews, 14, Victoria st, Westminster, liquidator 

Investment Depextuaek Espowment Association, Limitep—Creditors are required, on 
or before Dec 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Eiward Hutchinson, 3, Lord st, Liverpool. Smith, solor for liquidator 

Lonpox Tartors Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their 
names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Carpenter, 1, 
Cooper st, Manchester. Pownall, Ashton under Lyne, solor for liquidator 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Oct. 30. 
Newcoouse, Atrrev Joux Leace, Devonport Nov 30 Littleton v Newcombe, 
Warrington J Chubb, Devoaport 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 6. 
Jones, Witt1am, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Sailmaker Dec 5 Jones v Owen, Neville, J 
Roberts, Queen Victoria st, London 
Turner, Grorce, Skerton, nr Lancaster, Builder Dec1l Thompson v Fisher, Swinfen 
Eady and Neville, JJ Sewart, Lancaster 











Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gasetie.— Fripay, Oct. 26. 
Aviercroy, Eveonore Axoyes Lituas, Binfleld, Berks Nov 30 Murray & Co, 
Bircbin lo 
Barnes, Hesny Duage.t, Berkeley, Dunkirk Jani Tassell & Son, Faversham 
Baayett, WitLiaM Davison, Peckham Novy 3) Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Bearp, Margy Janz, Dartmouth Dec 5 Foster & Co, Queen st pl 
Boissgy Aix, Epovarp Coystantive, Southport, Lancs Nov 30 Higham, Manchester 
seers mn Gatley, mr Cheadle, Chester, Merchant Nov 23 Parkinson & Co, 
es 


Brows, Henry Ruseys, Alford, Lincs, Farmer Nov 16 Carnley & Staniland, Alford 

Burt, Mazaaset, Patricroft, Lancs; D.cl Bowden & Livesey, Manchester 

en Smyrna, Turkey Nov 27 Harston & Bennett, Bishopsgate st 

ithin 

Cuayce, Arent pe Prysrer, Powick, nr Worcester Dec 1 Sandars & Harding, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

DaGnatt, Samvg., Pemberton, Wigan Nov 27 Smith, Wigan 

Deicutoy, Epoar, 8t John’s, Worcester Nov 24 Timbrell & Deighton, King William st, 
London Bridge 

Drvupes, Joux, Northwood, I of W, Farmer Nov 30 Buckell & Drew, Newport, I of W 

Epex, Tuomas, Oxford, Chemist Nov 30 Mallam & Co, Oxford 

Evans, Janz Many, Eton College Decl E T Craske, Slough, Bucks 

steer Sanau Magra, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester Nov30 Cooper, Man- 


ester 
Ganrorta, Haswan, Halifax, Nov 26 Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 
Gort, Right Rev Joux, DD, Bishop of Truro, Trenython, Cornwall Dec 8 Ford & 
Warren, Leeds 
Hauuert, Rosegt Jos, South nates Nov 30 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn circus 
Hatuiwet, Joun Jamxs, Manchester, Wine Merchant Nov 26 Bates & Jellicorse, 


Hargis, Ross, Avonmore gdns, West Kensi Nov 26 Courtenay & Co, Gracechurch st 

Jonus, Ev1zapetu, Marylebone rd Dec3 North & Talbot, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs 

Con, Snare Vicronia, Blackheath, Rowley Regis, Staffs Dec 10 Westwood, 
irmio 

Kino, Evizavera, Royal Mint sq Nov 24 Jennings & Co, Leadenhall st 

Kino, Tom, Oulton, Rothwell, York, farmer Decll Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Lez, Feaxces Ayn, Fairfield, Liverpool Oct 31 Suoter, Liverpool 

Lexca, Peres, Pendleton, Lancs Nov 30 Ball, Manchester 

ea = paeee, Newton Heath, Manchester, Road Foreman Nov 17 Pegge, Man- 

chester 

Bare, Teen, Sandhu'st, Hawkhurst, Kent Nov 1 Neve, Sissinghurst, Cranbrook, 
ent 

Newsuan, Jane Ann, Uckfield Nov 23 Dawson & Hart, Uckfield 

Noagcorr, Witu1am Borie, Wimbledon, MRC3 Nov 30 ackrell & Co, Cannon st 

Nove ra, Exnico, Pembridge villas Dec15 Hollams & Co, Minciag In 

Oxewt, Davin, Longsight, Manchester Nov17 Pegge, Manchester 

Picxerixoe, Bagsaea, North Ormesby, nr Middlesbrough Decl Sill, Middlesbrough 

Picxenine, Jous Hutcainsox, North Ormesby, nr Middlesbrough, Pawabroker Dec 1 

Sill, Middlesbrough 

Priees, Coancorre Many, Cheltenham Nov 30 ee my Cheltenham 

Pratt, Magia, Oldham Nov 20 Ponsonby & Carhle, Oldham 

Powsr.., Jaxe, Moore st, Cadogan sq Nov 22 Woolley, Clement's ian, Strand 

Bane, Seemed Lancevot, Denver, Norfolk Decl Red & Wayman, Downham Market, 
orfo 

Reonanpess, Wii1am, Tunbridge Wel's, Licensed Victualler Dec 1 Gower, Tunbridge 


e 

Ross, Goro, Newbold Vernon, Leicester, Farm Labourer Dec 31 Owston & Co, 
Leicester 

Rowse i, Eouuxp Pexxixo, Cheapside Nov 30 Layton & Webber, St Helen's pl 

Suatiey, Anou.ina, Blesford, Lincs Decl Millington & Simpson, Sleaford 

Suirn, Joux, Aislaby, nr Pickering, Yorks, Farmer Nov 28 Whitehead, Pickering 

Srowien, OLaga, Stafford Nov 30 Boulton, Burslem 

Sroraaup, Masy, Bishopwearmouth, Durham Nov 17 Wilford, Sunderland 

Sroruaup, Tuomas, Bishopwearmouth, Durham Novi7 Wilford, Sunderland 


Sroruasp, Witutam, Monkwearmouth Shove, Durham, Innkeeper Nov 17 Wilford 
j M, ’ , . 
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Soumznnaves, Hy Hewysgrerta Lovisa, Beckenham, Kent Deo 12 Pilley & Mitchell, | Brows yous, Gy reemes SS Southwark, Licensed Victualler Dee 1? Collins & Collins, 


Bedfi 
SwixpELLs, Jony, Oldham Nov 2) Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldbam 
Tvayer, Francis Aupeat, Chesterfield Decl Bunting, ‘Chesterfield 
WATERLAND, Jonx, Goole, Yorks, Engineer Dec 1 & Bon, Goole 
& Bons, Newport, lot W 


Way, Tuomas, Lymerstone, lof W Decti Eldrid 
Wittsuiee, Evizasetu, Preston Wynne, «, Hesetend ‘ov 27 Corner & Co, Hereford Procter, Lincoln's 


London Gaszette.—Faivay, Ot, 30. 
Asst, CuaRtes Denton, Blackheath, Patent Agent Dec $1 Herbert Pantin & Thomas 
Macfadyen, 72, Shooters Hill rd, Blackheath 
Anpgrson, THOMAS, Luton Dec 8 Singleton, Luton 
AUSTER, Emtny, Edgbaston, Birmingham Dec10 Westwood, Birmingham 
Baewatt, GEroRGE, Greatworth, Northampton Nov 39 Stock ton & Sons Banbury 
Beatsy, James, Findern, Derby, Farmer Nov 30 Eddowes & Sons, D: 
Borreaworts, JANE, Telford ay, Streatham Hill Decil Lindsay & Co, [ronmonger ln 
Cooxson, JANE, Ashton on Ribble, Preston Decl Cookson, Preston 
Corse, CATHARINE Ketcaum, Villa Mimosas, 8t Raphael, France Nov 24 Gadsden & 
Treherne, Bedford row 
Cowans, E.izabers, Bedlington, Northumberland, Innkeeper Dec 8 Webb, Morpeth @uov 
CuxINGHAME, Wiuiram © rciL, Glyn mans, West Kensington Nov 30 Darley & Cumber- Gooss, 
land, John st, Bedford row Wavwourn neest 
Decneas, Davin Rrrcars, Harley House, Marylebone, Stock Broker Dec 15 Crosley & ° 


Burn, Moorgate st bldgs 
St John’s Wood Nov 27 Welman & Suns, Westbourne 


Fivz1, Daxist, Hamilton con, 
grove, Bayswater 

Friars, Avice, Birchencliffe, Hudderafield Nov 2) Fisher & Co, Haddersfield 

Foxwe.., Matruew, Hinckl ley, Leicester Dec1l3 Stone & Co, ‘Leicester 

Farspaicu, Josern, Lancaster rd, Notting jHill Nov 30 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, 
Gray’s inn 

er | Louisa, Huddersfield, Shipping Merchant Dec 81 Ramsden & Co, Hudders- 
fiel 


GuNNING, Sir Freperick Diesy, Little Horton, Northampton Dec 3 Filadgate & Co, 
Craig’s ct, Charing Cross 

Hanson, Marrna, Bradford Dec1ll Weatherhead & Knowles, Bradford 

Hosson, SamMuEL Le Husts, Bournemouth Nov30 Rowland, "Bournemouth 

Leveas, Grorae, Fenton by Stubton, Lincs Decl Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Lieut, Sone 'THomas, Weat Grimstead, Wilts, Farmer Nov 27 Hodding & Jackson, 


isbury 
Lockett, James, Brindley Ford, Staffs, Colliery Poste Dec 8 Hollinshead, Tunst sll 
Macatrtne, Toomas, D&c, Chiswick Nov 25 Smith & Ellis, Theodald’s rd 

— Gwaxpours "ANNIE Epirs, Axminster, Devon Dee 1 Barlow, Elgin av, Maida 


Myers, Racugt, Newington causeway Nov 30 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 

OLLERENSHAW, ABRAHAM, Halifax, Mill Minager Decl Rhodes & vans, Halifax 

Pexny, Mary, Lower Hagley, nr “Te Nov 25 Westwood, Birmingham 

Paocror, Emity, Kidsgrove, staffs Dec 3 ollinshead, Tunstall 

Prooror, Epuaaim, Kidegrove, Staffs, Shoe Manufacturer Dec 3 Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Saunpers, Exvizasetu, Hailsham, Sussex Dec1 Willson & Norman, Arundel st 

Tuompson, GronGEe Houprorts, Blundelisands, Lancs, Cotton Broker Nov 30 Batesons 

Co, Liverpool 

Tayxye, Epwarp Lewis, Victoria st, Estate Agent Nov 30 Garrard-Clarke & Wyatt, 
Clement's inn, Strand 

TooTiL., Gzoroe, Bolton Dec 24 Fairbrother, Bolto: 

Warts, ‘Joun, Croscombe, Somerset, Baker Nov 30 'Nalder, Shepton Mallet 

WILLIAMS, MarcGakrer, Carnarvon Nov 25 Carter & Co, Carnarvon 

Woopnovuss, Atrrep James, Finchley rd Nov 30 Peacock & Goddard, South eq, 
Gray’s inn 

Wriciey, Arruur, Leeds, Chemist Nov 26 Wallis & Starkie, Long Eaton 


London Gaszette.—Fatpay, Nov. 2. 
Axvisox, Geoncz, Lowestoft Dec3 Wiltshire & Sons, Lowestoft 
Bucur, J ANE, Saltash, Corawall Dec9 Ginn & Porter, Piymouth 
Bovenrs, Mary, Longsight, Manchester Dec3 Dutton, Manchester 
Baanstox, JANE, York Dec 31 Dent & Scruton, York 


Bourcuer, Farry, 


Dixox, Jon, 





| Foavect, 8am, 


yt R Frederick 


Hotes, Ropeat, Old 
Kixomaw,1 Hexay, Watford 
LittLs, 

y’s inn 


Moens, Evzayor Avousta, 
Monaais, James, 

Nasa, tT 
Nicuoas, Jonx, Ramsgate 


Rogers, Matrusw, Cromer, 
Sa.uey, Rupo.tra ALFaep, 


Srevens, Evizapetu 
Sraeeres, Geores, Ma: 


Sumyen, rer Li 


Wanrsar, Huxny Saucnt, Skirbeck, 

Wurrsrseap, Mary, Li 

WILxrs, , Gance, Balls 
Bo Lhaoeln ILLIAM ‘ian fel 











° | Hancock, Aanon, Aberdare, Glam, Painter Aberdare 
Bankruptcy Notices. Pet Oct #0 Ord Oot 29 
Hentos, Hexseer Hewny Srayuey, Starcross, Devon, 
Londo Gasetta.— Farivar. Nov. 2. eelwright Exeter Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
RECEIVING ORDERS. | Horse, Taouas, New Cleethorpes Gt Grimsby Pet 
Aprtecats, Faspeaick Wittiam, Biickling, sue, Oct 30 =e 


Brickmaker Norwich Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 | Je ENKINS, Jom 5 ontypridd,G lam, Colliery Labourer 
Beaton, WILLIAM, Fneeih, Builder Facumeutt Pet Pontypridd Pet Ord Oct 29° 

Oct 30 Ord Oct Jonrs, James we Carmarthen, Victualler 
Bennett, ALFRED ‘li A.peat, St Anne's, Brislington Ca et Oot 29 Ord Oct 29 

Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 81 a Walthamstow High a Pet Oct 31 


Beemayx, Ex.is, Scuntho Furniture Dealer Great 

Grimsby Pet Oct 12 Ord Vet 30 , Lazexsy, Gitpert Burx Shields, Plasterer New- 
Biacxsuay, Wiiu1am Taomas, Spalding, L‘nes, Traveller | castle on e Pet tan Ord Oxt 29 

Peterborough Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 | Luvinstetx, Parr, and Israzu Levixsraixs, Leeds, 
Boots, Moss, Budge, Dae Farmer Wolverhampton | Priaters Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Pet Oct 30 Ord Oc ANDEL, . =y Commercial . General Dealer High 





Bowman, Isaac, Gtockpart, Tailor Stockport Pet Oct 31 Court Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 3 
Ord Oct 31 | Mason, Baxces, Southall a Pet Sept 21 Ord 
Baivess, Harry Grores, saint, Kent, Carpenter | Oct 30 
Canterbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 3 Mituize, Grorer, Hove, Sussex Brighton Ord Oct 29 
Browne, Maat Innes, Copthall ay High Court Pet Oct | | Moxon, Gitsset Jonx, Linslade, Bucks, Brewer Laton 
9 Ord Oct 30 Pet Oct 29 re 
Ca.pxcort, aa Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 30 | | Moons & Co, J G, Manchester rd, Millwall, Contractors 
Ord Oct High Court Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 30 


Cann, TuouAs, Maidenhead High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord | | | Moons, fons Sieasee anon Galop, Fishmonger 
Oct 

ice ion, Birkenhead, Liomnest Victualler Birkenhead | | Moanis, Haray Jamns, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Oct ct 15 Ord Oct 2 Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Cuarmay, WitLIam, Monk Feyston, York, Publican Wake- | | Movies Gsonce Epwanp, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Oot 
field Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct | Ord Oct 27 

Cockrorr, FrepEricx, Thoraton, Bradford, Tailor Brad- Moceas, ae Acre > Brixton, Builder High Cou:t 
ford Pet Oct30 Ord O Pet Oot 29 Ord Oct 

Couns, H D, Grosvenor rd, "Canonbury, Dealer in Furs | Pusat, , A, Bradford, Machine Maker Bradford 


High Court Pet Oct 16 80 Oct 30 
Coorgs, Apgt, <1.) me Contractor Birmingham om. » Ganan, = \ ye Tronmonger Portsmouth 


Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct Su: Ww. Cz pho a Y ks, 8 
B. ALTER CHARLES —_* ax, ror urgeon 
Halifax Pet Oct 26 


Cow.ry, Henry Szare, pat Setcemham, Cabinet Maker 

Brentford Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct 

Davies, Jonx, Dolwyddelen, aeonenenms Butcher Portma- | Strexe, Hzasrar _ ae Teper, Mon, Brush Manu- 
doc and Festiniog Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 facturer Newport,Mon Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Deyson, James, Bolton, E ens Sheet Maker Bolton | Taomas, Jouy, r=<Ty Tailor 
Pet Oct 81 Ord Oct 3 Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Evans, Ricwarp hy Birmingham, Grocer Birming- | VALLANCE, , Cais Poamaan, Hove, Sussex 
ham Pet Oct 17 Oct 30 Brighton Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Evans, Wriuiam, Mountain Ash, Glam, Confectioner Watmeury, Hewar Ror pF Grocer’s Traveller 

e Aberdare Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 rem nt, u w Leeds bay Ord Oct 27 =, 

AILLARD, Jutes Cuanies, Regent's Par' cmaet i xiounut, Agrava, Stockton on Tees, y Salesman 
Victualler High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord on Tees Pet Oct 27 “Ord Oct 21 

Gaz, Groner, Burnham, ee, Brickleyer B Dildgwater Weicustt, Jou, pe en oe pas gyre Salesman 

G FA Oe at Oud Gove Builder Croydon Pet Oct Ware F A i Ginms, Coliter Abe 

BADDEN, jutton, Surrey, Bui! ion Pe 3 are, Farpeaicn vou 
Ord Oet'80 Pet Oct 29 oe Ae 7 





Buacn, Hexry poss 0 

Busu, Groroe Witiiam, ABerfaty 

Cartwricut, Rey Faepericx 
inn 


C.urreasvck, Danie. Huon, Corsham, bag aad Dec 15 Rooke & Co 
Cour, Jom Sraxcer, Worthing, Boarding House Proprietor 


Cc Bf Ina C Ni Ki ll & 
UTSEM, apes 3 tae AROLINE VAN, Nevern sq, Kensington Dec Lee & Pembertons, 
rd, Brockley Nov 


Evans, Ricuarp, ennard, Glam 
Gauicez, Resrcca Stockton on Tees Deo 4 Watson, 


— Frances, No’ Dec 
Gru, fener. Walken Lanes, 


rd, Lorrimore 
ALTER 'SiM0%, Vauxhall, Norfolk, 
loucester 


ALICE Mary, Gassiott 


O’Donerty, Mancaret Janz Gorpox, Manchester Dec 14 
Springfield, Upper Clapton, Physician Dec 17 Beckingeale, 


Copthall av 
Ox, Ca: bg Ne T ’ Hants Dee 1 8t 
Pia acre Dec 3 Todgee, Kin heaped 


cme, wa sewers, 


Seceet, Perer, Wardour st, Oxford 7 ons io Head 
Sxort, Epwix, Old st Dec15 Double, Fore 


Sxipwortn, Wiss, mobetey, Yorks, rc, Booka Ror a Rete rg ny 


Woop, Jauzs, Sounre i eee yore, Sucnber water Des Weatbetead & pg my Bingley 


Pa ne Bt Bees, 


Weceauna kan ome eX New Brighton, Chester Nov 30 Beale & Co, Birmingham 


Pople, Mariner rier Deg 30, Daas, Besoghall 


‘Dee 
TLLIAM, pee Ag Hatha Bee Sy Tatham & 


Co, Bath 
Nov 30 Wells & Himd, 


Pg tins, Deve Ee, Seeeath 
Storey, Leices 


5 Mastin & Sooe, Nottingham 
Coloured Goods Salesman Noy 30 Finney & Co, 


Walworth Dect King. Cursi 
awe Burton & Son, it Yarmouth 


Isaac, Leon Joszrn, Gt it Winchester st Decl4 Vincent & Vincent, 

Hopasox, Ricuagp, Norton on Tees, —, Grocer 18 By ager on Tees 
Hotuiox, Janez, Blackheath 
Bolingbroke, Lines, Grocer 


Decl Dunn & ee ue chmbrs 
Dee 1 Walker & Go, Alford 
i Henman & Co, 


Dec “h Wood & Co, Raymond bldg, 


Mason, Joszra, Leicester Dec24 Hincks, Leicester 
MaxweL_, Parnick, Bath Decl5 Rooke 
Mititwaarp, Henry Astuvr, nee go he aR se Se. png. te 
teat Deed 7 pests 


Turner, East Grinstead 





‘nomas, Brighton Dec4 Nash, Gray’s inn 
~ Jan3i OA& Desk, 


& Co, Manchester 


B 


Oe 


Hill, Gray's inn 


inn pl 
Brock, Cuances Paitur, Handsworth Nov 30  . ues & Sons, Birmingham 
r yfield, Sussex, Farmer N or Buss, Tunbridge 


Stusss, ae Wiis, Werncroft, ar Cuma, Solicitor Nev's yO _ & Co, 


, Liverpool 


verge De Banks & Co, 
Taywor, Mary Ay betioe, Suns Sale Non Nov , a. "Huntbach, 


pat & Gen, Berton 


Dec 22 
a, o, Nee 17 Chadwick. O. 
Biskoo!” Nov 17 < Dec 10 Beve& Co, Lime 
Potanale ra Bost Pataey Putney, Solicitor 31 Biggs-Roche 


Brock bank 


ware Ma erg James, bury Park, Tile Merchant 


Pet Oct 27 Oct 31 


wns “Gnomon, Westown, Dewsbury, Metal Broker 

Witu Lay Hy ‘ey Durham, 
i puildoe AS on 

Svockton on Tees Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 31 

Wuson Joux Gonos, West Stockbroker 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 29 

Witsox, Wittiam, High by sq, Draper Wands- 

Weigee, Sere, , Leeds, Gardener Leeds 


Ord Oct 29 

Asrt, Hexay Horcaws, Clee Hill, ailow, Balop, Baker 
Nov 10 at 12.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

a) Mavenan Mences, Bak a Gromvenor sq Nov 12 


Apr Fareperice Blickling, Norfol 
"Sadeeber Nov for 10 at 12.90" On Bes, Kine & 


Seen Grones, Burnley, Clogger Nov 12 at 3.30 
pe z, ov 
4, st, Preston 


1 
a. TLLIAM, cet End, Portemouth, Builder Nov 
12at3 Of == une, High st, Portsmouth 
Browns, Marri J. avy Nov iéati2? Bank- 


AMES, 

bidgs, Carey st 

Ca Termes, Gee SM, Mnitenhand Nov 16 at 11 

Onsmaan, Peake Rian Rew ch Carey st, Auctioner 
Nov 13 at 2.30 lh gam bn, LA 

oeey Ov kes fyealee Bred 

Coux, H D, Grosvenor Scsobcy, Deas Per Nov 


ont tae eae teks 





vi Tot W, Baths 
"Roy io a ——.. eas yo 
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Haraisor, Berges, &t Helens, Lancs, Butcher Nov 19 at 
19.30 Off Rec, 35. Victoria st, Live 

Hey rox, B nt a Hexey th Devon, 
Wheelwright Nov 16 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford 
circus, Exeter 

Hossox, Cuantzs Artaur, Moss Side, Manchester, Tailor 
Nov 10 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hoxzss, Hexry, Bournemouth, Jobmaster Nov 12 at 11.30 
158, Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 

Jacxsos, Ropert Freperic, High rd, Balham, Leather 
eer Nov 12 at 11.30 182, York rd, Westminster 


ge 

Jeyxiss, Joux, Pontypridd, al Labourer Nov 12 at 3 
135, High st, Metthyr T 

Joxzs, Davin, smeuth, ioionsth, Painter 
Town Hall, Aberystwyth 

Le —_ Mavaice Istpors, and Ceci. Le Aysr, Man- 

tr, House Furnishers Nov 12 at 3 Of Ree, 

Sree m st, Manchester 

Sanmnien, Pump, and Isearn Levixsteix, Leeds, 
ters Nov l5atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Lyxs, Jouxs We.ursiey, Southfield rd, Bedford Park, 

iner Nov 12at12 14, Bedford row 

Moors, Jonus Witiism, Wellington, Salop, Fishmonger 
Nov 10 at 11.30 Off "Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Movtps, George Epwarp, , Joiner Nov 14 at ll 
0 , 22, Park row, Leeds 

Norrsover, Epwis, Worgret, Arne, Dorset, Baker Nov 12 
at12 158, Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 

Pasxixsox, Witreep, Preston, Lancs, Agricultural 
Druggist Nov i2at4 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Pawsox, Grorce Hosxixsox, Wakefie'd, Draper Nov 12 
at230 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Paizstiey, Sern, Bradford, Machine Maker Nov 13 at 
3.30 Off Kec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Raw ixsox, James, and Taomas W Sweermay, Liverpool, 
Produce Brokers Nov 14 at230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st, Liverpool 

Roserts, Joserx, Lianrwst, Timber Feller Nov 12 at 12 
Crypt chbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Satuox, Axyie Manis, Cowes, I W, Draper Nov 10 at3 
Of , 33a, Holyrood st, Ne wport, IW 

Baxvers, Ricuarp, Pre:ton, ‘Lanes, Fruit Merchant 
12 at 3.45 Off Ree, 14, Chapel at, Preston 

Sazrnuerp, Bicuarp 1s Fieuixc, Hunstanton Saint 
—— as, Norfolk Nov 15 at 10.30 Court house, 
King’s Lynn 

Siare, nam, Landport, Hants, Ironmonger Noy 12 at 4 
Off Rec, bridge junc, High et, Portamouth 

Suitrx, Water CHARies Festox, Halifax, Physician 
Nov 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Tarroz, WittiaM Hewxay Jonx, Croydon, Wine Merchant 
Nov 12 at 12.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Watmatey, Hexay Cuaezes, Leeds, Grocer’s Traveller 
Nov 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Waite, Witiiam James, Highbury Park, Tile Merchant 
Nov 14 at 12 Bar kruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wisseacey, i Derby Nov 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 47, 


. Der 

WILu14Ms, "ANNE Me Cardiff, Fruit Merchant 
coe 117, St Mary st, C Cardiff 

Woops 


Nov 16 at 11 


Prin- 


Nov 


Nov 14 at 3 


Grorcz Nositz, West Gorton, Manchester, 
Nov 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


werk  aoseme Roundhay, Leeds, Gardener Nov 14 at | 


12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


pet notice substituted for that re, in the 
London Gazette of Oct 
Water Feascis, fae ol 


Jacksos, Leicester, 


Solicitor Nov7at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avams, Atzeret Axspzew, Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton, 
Undertaker Birmingham Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 29 
Peevesick Wit.iam, Blickling, Norfolk, 

er Norwich Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Beatos, Wiit1aM, Portemouth, Builder Portemouth Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Bessett, Atrazp Eayest A.seat, Brislington, Bristol, 
Builder Bristol Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Suateen, Wittias Taomas, Spalding, Lincs, Traveller 
Peterborough Pet O2% 30 Ord Oct 30 
Boom, Moses, Rud Salop, Farmer 
Bo oy oe , = Tail Bt 
wma, Isaac port, Tailor ockport Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 
Bripcer, Harzer Grorcr, Ashford, Kent, 
Cante! Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Carpgcort, Joseru, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 


Publican 


Tailor 


APPLeGaTeE, 


Wolverhampton 
Carpenter 


Caaruax, Wittiam, Monk Fryston, Yorks, 
Wakefield Pet Oct 30 Ond Oct 3) 
Prepeaicx, Thornton, Bradford, 
Pet Oct 30 
Cosmm, Haszay Werurens, Cheltenham, Wine Merchant 


Ord Oct 30 
Sheltepham Pet Oct 13 Ond Uct 29 
CowLey, 
Ma’ 


Cocksorr, 
Bradf: 


Hexey Szaxce, 
Brentf Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Joux, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, 
Pet Oct 31 31 Ord Oct 31 
Dessox, Jaurs, Bolton, Tarpaulin Sheet Maker Bolton 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Evass, Wii.1s, Mountain Ash, am, Confectioner 

Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 
" eames Bricklayer Bridgwater 


—— x, Anon, Aberdare, Giam, Painter Aberdare Pet 
Sean, Asruvn, Hanley, Stationer Hanley Pet Sept 22 
Ord Oct 29 : 
Hestos, Hexezet Hexer Sraxter, Starcross, Devon, 
Wheel t Exeter Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct %& 
Hosess, Hexzy, Bournemouth,Job Master Poole 

Oct 27 Ord Oct 31 
Houses, Tuouas, New Cleethorpee Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 
Jenin Fa aya 
exis, Jons, Pont , Colliery Labourer Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 20 . 


Josus, Jauzs Dario, © , Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Ot 2 Ord Oct 2 


Davies, 


Pet 


East Twickenham, Cabinet | 
Butcher | 


Kurtz, Avotr, Walthamstow High Court Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 


and Israzt Levinsrets, Leeds, 
Printers Leeds Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Marrocks, Frep, Eccleshill, Bradford, General Dealer 
Bradford Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 30 

Moxsor, Griese Joux, Linslade, Bucks, Brewer Luton 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Moors, Joun WIitiiam, Wellington, Salop, Fishmonger 
Madeley Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Morris, Hagry James, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Moe ps, Grorce Epwarp, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Oct 
27 Ord Oct 27 

Mounter, Pavt, Acre In, Brixton, Builder High Court 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 30 

Nortnover, Epwis, Worgrett, Arne, Dorset, Baker Poole 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 29 

Pemserton, Henry, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Oct 25 
Ord Oct 29 

Pesyey, Wituiam Samvuet, Camberwell New rd, Public- 
house Manager High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 29 

Preystax, Moses ApRamamM, ey Registered Dentist 
Liverpool Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 

Parestitey, Sera, — Machine Maker Bradford 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Rriey, FrRepericx +e Sroxes, Acocks Green, 
Worcester, Watchmaker Birmingham Pet Oct 12 
Ord Oct 29 

Savace, Witiiam, King’s iv. “fre Engineer King’s 
Lynn Pet June 16 Ord O 

SHILLINGFoRD, Hesry Sane “Hanover pk, Jetta, 
Surgeon ‘High C ourt Pet June1 Ord Oct : 

Sairs, Watree CHARLES FExtow, Halifax, Physician 
Halifax Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Srroxc, Heesert James, Newport, Mon, Brush eae 
facturer Newport, Mon Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 

Sweetman, Mropecki, Bancroft rd, Mile Ead, Boot 3 Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 29 

Tayior, Witt1am Henry Joun, Croydon, Wine Merchant 
Croydon Pet Sept 14 Ord Oct 30 

Tasomas, Jonn, Llansawel, Carmarthen, Tailor 
then Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Vattance, Artaur Cartes Bertram, Hove, 
Brighton Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Watmstey, Henry Cuarves, Leeds, 
Leeis ‘Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Weicuett, Artuve, Stockton on Tees, ad Salesman 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct27 Ord Oct ‘ 

Wericuett, Joux, jun, Stockton on Tees, | eee Sales- 
min Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Wuirr, Frepericx, Abergwynfi, Glam, Collier Aberavon 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Wuirenovse, Fraevericn, Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet 
Aug 31 Ord Oct 31 

Witcock, Gzorcr, Westtown, Dewsbury, Metal Broker 
Dewsbury Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Wisox, Wittiam, High st, Battersea sq, Draper Wands- 
worth Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Wricut, Atrrep, Roundhay, Leeds, Gardener Leeds Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


Levixsteixs, Putwip, 


Carmar- 
Sussex 


Grocer’s Traveller 








AW.—Conveyancing Clerk, with upwards 
of twenty years’ F ne experience, Desires Re- 
engagement in Town or Country office ; es and reliable ; 

| excellent references; moderate sa 

Blythe-bill, Catford, London, 8.E. 


N ANAGING CLERK Required (London) 


to undertake Conveyancing and General Practice 
without supervision; must be man of experience and 
| edueation, with highest references ; unadmitted man pre- 
| ferred; salary £200, with prospect of inerease.—Applica- 
tions, by letter only, with references, and on che rience, 
to C.'T., care of “ Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 27 cery- 
lane, London, W.C. 


‘TO SOLICITORS and. Others.—Wanted, 

Evidence as to the Contents of a Settlement, made in 
or about the year 1870 by Mrs. Ellen Richardson, formerly 
Miss Ellen Draper, on her marriag: with the late Captain 
James Fuller, of which the Trustees were John Thomas 
Wimperis, forme erly of 25, Sackville-street, Piccadilly, W., 
and Robert Campbeil, formerly of 7, Claverton-street, 
Pimlico, 8.W., both deceased. — Communications to be 
addressed to Mesers. Lux & Pempentons, 44, Lincoln’s-inn- 
| fields, London, W.C. 


| RETIRED ENGINEER, having had many 

years’ experience in Managing Water Companies 
—— is Desirous of Joining the Directorate of any 
Concern where his expert knowledge and business ability 
would be usefal; willing to nee if necessary; highest 
references given and required.—Address, in confidence, by 
letter only, to R. E. L., care of Messrs. Charles Barker & 
Bons, 8. irchin-lane. London. E C. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
_ payment 25 per cent, will be taken off the following 


. Tausor, 14, 




















sheet. 

folios. 

‘olio. 

sheet, 

‘olio. 

» Bd. ditto; 


Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deeds Round Hand 
Full ~ 


PAPER. —Foolscap, 14. “per ‘sheet ; 
P t, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 64. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM. 16, ar Holborn, E.C. 


| EQUIRED to ABSORB a LARGE FUND, 
FREEHOLD or LEASEHOLD SHOP PROU- 
PERTIES, let upon lease only to tenants of the 
highest standing, at rentals of about £60 to £200 
er annum.—An immediate inspection of suitable 
vestments will be by BOYTOR, 
SONSB, & TREVOR, 70, Coleman-steeet, E.C., with 
whom Bolicitors, Vendors, and others are invited 
to communicate. No Agents 











| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 





pee = TRANSLATOR, German and 


French ; Probate matter speciality ; knowle of 
ceedings both countries ; quick and accurate ; Loe teat. 
menials.— 3 , care of W. :. Spiers, 36, Maiden-lane, WC, 





GURREY HILLS. — In most picturesque 
position, 600 feet above sea level; main road 
fron + 33 minutes Town; splendid SITES for RESI. 
DENCES; low prices.—Messrs. Curstzrton, Surveyors, 
51, Cheapaide, E. & 


[YPEBEOLD GROUND-RENTS Required 
for a fund of £19,000; rack-rents not less than £35 
r annum; North London preferred. — Particulars to 
esp & NeiLsox, Surveyors, Enfield, who will inspect 

suitable properties at once. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS on Weekly 

and Quarterly Property Required to absorb a Fund 

of £88,000; small and —¥ parcels entertained (no Flats), 

—Solicitors, Vendors, others, excluding Agents, are 

invited to forward full particulars to Boyroy, Sons, & 
Trevor, 70, Coleman-street, E.C. 


RorILDING DISPUTES arising out of 
Plans, Specifications, Quantities, or actual Work; 
ASSISTANCE GIVEN IN, by a Gentleman of thirty-five 
years’ experience. —Address Exrert, 47, Devonport-road, 
Shepherd's Bush, London, W. 


YOLFERS, SOLICITORS, and Others.— 
The Owner of an attractive property on the main line 
of a northern railway, and well adapted for laying out asa 
Golf Links and Building Estate, Requires the Services of 
Experts to Form Club or smali Limited Liabilit ty Com- 
pany. — Replies, in confidence, should state nature of 
experience and capital available ‘for investment if required, 
by letter, to A. uM. Z., care of Gould’s, 54, New Oxford- 
street, W.C 


ONEY.—Several SUMS of £2,000 and 

a £1,000 to ADVANCE on unquestionable security at 
33; no trade or licensed premises or cottages en 

euPLe & Puivrry, Solicitors, Kington, Herefordshire. 


[Lomo GUARANTEE and ACCIDENT 


COMPANY (LIMITED 
The Company’s Bonds Accepted b te High oa 
SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and AD- 
MINISTRA SATO, for COSTS in Actions where ss 
is ordered to ven by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under Ber the Bankruptcy Act, and by the Scotch 


urts, &c., &c. 
gi hed iven in the Inland Revenue, Excise, and all 


“—- GOVER INT Departments. 
ial facilities to avoid delay in completion of security 
and Bankru Cases. 
ind med EMPLO 33° LIABILITY. 

The responsibility of Employers under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at etme Leena ——-. 

ti or ° 

ee 8. L. ANDERSON, int 
w. Re ar F.LA., a 
61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C. 


A heer: LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
ee WG, & 43, Lond -) (Est. 10g. 
68, Martin’s-lane, W.C audon wal, 3.0. 
raz MONEY on urni 
life ANOS &e., re gable, INCLUDING INTERESTS” 
fio One Year, Weekl 4 4 Monthly £019 3 
£20 ” 8 6 ” £117 6 
£30 va 


” £216 8 
ofa ca oes 


Boa etn ba 
Agents.) 
FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, LiMiTED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paruiamentary Bits, Mixvures ov Evipence, Booxs or 
Reverence, StaTEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &0., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


‘NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every desoription of Printing. 


NORWICH STRERT, FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C. 
LABELLED EPPS’S TINS ONLY. 


SORENESS AND DRYNESS. 
HOARSENESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. 


THROAT COUGH 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. 
ALWAYS EFFECTIVE, 


72°—_JUJUBES—1332” 


JAMES EPPS & CO., Lid., Hommopathic Chemists, 
London, 





























AND 














EY LOTR I 


